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ADVERTISEMENT. 
—— . — — 


Tig Author of the following Letters is 
totally unconnected with, and ignorant of 
the writer of Two ſmall Pieces, on the Bap- 
tiſm of Abortives, (a title he thinks hardly 
decent) and on Infant Communaon, ſaid to 
be written by a Native of New-York, as alſo 
another ſmall Piece by a Country Man. 
With whatever good intention theſe Tratts 
were publiſhed, they have not appeared to 
him calculated ſo much to make impreſſions 
in favour of the Baptiſts, as to create a ſuſ- 
picion that they have nothing better to offer, 
in defence of their diſtinguiſhing ſentiment, 
or to weary the patience of their readers, that 
when a profeſſed Reply comes out, they may 
be tired of the diſpute, and not give it a 
peruſal, The Author of the New Syſtem of 
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Candour and Logic, he believes he can gueſs 


at, and he thanks him for advertiſing theſe 


Letters, which would have been publiſhed 


ſooner, but for the multiplicity of his ſtated 
and occaſional labours, a variety of neceſſary 
avocations, and thoſe painful occurrences, 
which would utterly have incapacitated him 
for attending to a buſineſs of this nature, 
i he had foreſeen them when his intention 
was firſt announced. This will ſerve alſo 
as an apology, for any little inaccuracies a 
correct reader may obſerve; but the argument 
he believes will ſtand firm; againſt any at- 


tack that may be made upon it, and he hopes, 


that ſhould the general ſtrain and diſinge- 
nuity of the Candid Reaſons, ſo called, have 
occaſioned him to be ſevere, any where, in 
his animadverſions on them, ſuch reflections 
will be conſidered as confined to theſe Rea- 
ſons, and not thought expreſſive of rancour 
againſt the perſons of thoſe, who differ from 
him in the article of Baptiſm. He moſt cor- 


dially wiſhes them the beſt of bleſſings, and 


that all the Lord's People were Baptiſts. | 
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Ma. EDWARDS's INTRODUCTION. 


LETTERS £ 


DAR Sin, | Fe 
XI your requeſt I ſend you my thoughts, on 
41 Mr. Peter Edwards's Candid Reaſons for re- 
nouncing the Principles of Antipedobaptiſm;.which 
Reaſons I have deliberately peruſed ; but as to the 
word Candid, I found no traces of it, or pretenfions 
to it, except in the Title Page. Right Reaſon, indeed, 
in the ſearch of truth, ſhews no reſpett to any hide 
of a queſtion ; but is ſtrict, unbiaſſed and ſevere. 
Without ceremony ſhe penetrates the cloſeſt re- 


ceſſes, and without partiality arreſts her object, 


wherever ſhe finds it. But candor may and ought 
to be the vehicle, in which truth 1s brought to. 


light; and I think Mr. E. would have better recom- 
mended his work, if, while he ſtudied Lc: : 
| | | B : 2 
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5 
he had Rudied alſo that charity, which ſuffereth 
long and is kind, vaunteth not itſelf, is not puffed 
up, nor eaſily provoked, thinketh no evil, believeth 
all things, hopeth all things, Sc. There was indeed 
a very cogent reaſon, for his ſpeaking with the ut- 
moſt modeſty, as an advocate. for infant baptiſm, 
if report ſay true (and I cannot doubt it) that 


When he reſided in London as a tradeſman, and 


before he made a profeſſion of believers' baptiſm, 
on a particular time he followed a baptiſt- miniſter, 
into the veſtry of his Meeting- Houſe, and gave 
him a formal challenge, to diſpute publicly on the 
ſubje& of baptiſm, meaning to defend that of in- 
fants—that the miniſter enquiring, Whether he meant 
it ſhould be upon a ſtage, after the manner 
of modern pugiliſts? was "anſwered, it muſt be 
public that the miniſter enquiring, whether (as 
he was intimate) it would not be better to call 
at his houſe, and, if he had any information to 
ſuggeſt, to give it him in private? was anſwered, 
« No; it muſt be a public diſpute ;”—that | the 
miniſter declining ſuch a mode of conteſt, to his 
very great ſurprize heard, in a few weeks, that the 
faid Mr. E. had profeſſed himſelf converted to the 
duty. of. believers baptiſm; but that, inſtead of 
coming and candidly converſing with him whom 


{- he had formerly challenged, he had gone to another 


late worthy miniſter, who was wholly unapprized of 
this affair, and was by him, without any appre- 
| henſion, baptized; hence then, we are to view 
him as a þaptilt, and, in time, a baptiſt miniſter, 
profeſſedly concerned for the glory of God, the 
urity of his worſhip, and the due adminiſtration 
of that goſpel-ordinance, which he had before ſo 
87 1 What are ve to think how- 
ever, 


1 3 ] 
ever, when, from his own hiſtory of himſelf,” we 
behold him preaching at the celebration of an or- 
dinance, concerning which, there is reaſon to think 


that he was, at the time, a Sceptic, and of which, 


by his own confeſſion, he concealed half his ſenti. 
ments, p. 155. putting enſnaring queſtions to 
miniſters and others, under coverture of being an 
advocate for the truth, in order, it would ſeem, 
to unſettle their minds in the belief of that truth, 

or elle, to draw from them an unwary conceſſion! 
which he might afterwards publiſh in ridicule of 
them, p. 2. 13. 91? Were we to view him in the light 
of a deſultory man, who firſt aſſumed airs of confi. 
dence in certain opinions, them was ſuddenly con- 
verted to the oppolite opinions, then re-converted 
to his former notions, we ſhould have a right to 
demand a ſmall degree of humility and diffidence, 
in making known the reaſons of his recantation. 
Some of his readers alſo, might compare him to the 
Camelion, which changes its colour, according to 


the laſt object it touches. But I wiſh there may 


not be ground for ſuſpicions of a more ſerious 


fature, than are -conſiſtent with the ſimplicity of 


the goſpel, and the ingenuouſneſs of its profeſſion, 
in this ſurreptitious manner of creeping into the 


_ denomination, theſe arts of inſinuation, and this 


changing and re-changing. Who will undertake for 
him, that he is not at this time acting under a maſk, 
to get at the weak ſide of the pædobaptiſts, and 
that he will not, in a courſe of ume, publicly pro- 
claim, what this and that miniſter among them bas 
ſaid and conceded, to the diſadvantage of that 


cauſe? Scis Proteu, 'ſeis ipſe®; but to ſpeak freely) 


: Proteus was A fictitious heathen deity, famous fo 


changing his shape, to any thing to suit his convenience. 


. | B 2 I ſhould 


3 
I ſhould be loath to truſt him; at leaſt, he that has 
turned and re- turned, may turn again; he can be 
held to nothing; there is no ſecurity for his good 
behaviour to either fide; and I cannot promiſe: his 
preſent friends, much joy in ſo ſlippery a con- 
nexion, notwithſtanding the immenſe quantity of 
Logic he has carried over with him; for I ſhould 
be much afraid, that ſuch a metamorphoſer of 
ſophiſms might be himſelf, in time, metamorphoſed 
into ſomething elſe; omnia transformat ſeſe in 
miracula rerum. 
Though the venom of Mr. E's candor is chiefly 
levelled againſt Mr. Booth, yet as he condeſcend- 
_ ingly admits, and even invites other miniſters to 
take a part in the debate, he will not be angry at 
my appearance, whether the gentleman challenged 
meet him or not, becauſe, if he ſhould not, Mr. E. 
will have the ſatisfaction of finding himſelf not un- 
noticed, and if he ſhould, the greater reſpect it 
may be thought Mr. E's Reaſons deſerve; that he 
has two replies. But thus invited, I crave leave 
to obſerve, that as he has thought proper to mark 
the ground, and- ſettle the laws of the conteſt, for 
his antagoniſt, I do not chuſe to keep thoſe limits, 
or adhere to thoſe laws, unleſs he can ſhew that 1 
am obliged ſo to do. I chuſe to take my own me- 
thod, 4 follow my own rules, unleſs it can be 
proved, that there is any thing unfair in them. 
With theſe preliminary precautions then, I ad- 
vance to the work. Mr. E's firſt Theſis I do not 
objett to, but wiſh he bad himſelf been-more guid- 
ed by it. His ſecond Thefis diſcovers a degree of 
" Inaccuracy, if not duplicity, at the outſet, that 
manifeſts how incompetent, or indiſpoſed, he is to 


Me che 6 between the pædobaptiſts and 
| the 


he will not agree, are fit ſubjecis of baptiſm, be. 


E 


the antipadobaptiſlts, 5+ in a manner the moſt plain 


and imple.” He tells us that“ antipædobaptiſts 
conſider thoſe perſons as meet ſubzetts of baptiſm, 


who are ſuppoſed to poſſeſs faith in Chriſt, and 
that + pædobaptiſts agree with them in this, that 
believers are proper ſubjects of baptiſm, and 
t are ſo far of one mind, p. 2. The alone difference 
then he makes between them is, that the one party 
believes, the other denies, that ſuch only are pro- 
per ſubjects. Now, would not a curſory and un- 
inſtructed reader imagine, upon the face of this 
repreſentation, that pædobaptiſts have no diſpute 
at all with the baptiſts, about the baptiſm of any 
adult believers, but agree that all ſuch ſhould be 
baptized ? It turns out however (though ſo flyly 


inſinuated, that an haſty eye may pals it over un- 


obſerved). that he does not mean behevers in a 
common and unqualified ſenſe, but that “ ſuch be. 
lieving adults, who have not yet been baptized,” p. a. 


are the proper ſubjetts he refers to; i. e. if a Turks 
an Heathen, a Jew, or a perſon, in our own caun- 
try, not faid to be baptized in infancy, were to be. 


heve, he would be deemed a proper ſubject. What 


| baptiſt ever thought, that the pædobaptiſts denied 


this poſition? But will that prove the baptiſts and 
pædobaptiſts to be . agreed and of one mind, on 
the article of adult baptiſm, p. 2; and that the 
latter hold adult baptiſm as well (if by that phraſe 
he means in the ſame manner) as the former? Does 
he not know that, beſides the queſtion, have infants 


a right to baptiſm? there is another, Whether 
adult believers, without exception, are, upon their 
profeſſion, to be baptized ? Or, Whether there are 


not, upon his principles, a ſort of believers who; 


cauſe 
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6 
cauſe he judges them to have been already baptized, 


in infancy; and that therefore, taken in a general 


way, „ believers' baptiſm muſt be wrong, if infant 
baptiſm be right,” p. 6. becauſe to baptize them 
that have been baptized before, is anabaptiſm? If 


he had brought this circumſtance into view, it 


would have pointed out a much wider difference 
between the parties, than he has ſtated. But he 
ſeems deſirous of keeping this out of ſight; and, ac- 
cordingly, repeats it in his third Theſes, © that adult 
baptiſm is a matter entirely out of diſpute,” for it 


can anſwer no good purpole, for one to prove what 


the other will not deny; and, in his fourth Theſis, 
that ( it is a thing profeſſed and uſed by both, and is 
therefore, no ſubje# of diſpute,” p. 4. and yet 
more.direaly, in the ſummary of his propoſitions, 
pP. 6. «that both parties agree about adult baptiſm,” 


ſo that an inadvertent reader might, from hence, 


form the concluſion, that infant baptiſm was never 
antended, in any caſe, to intermeddle-with that of 


adult believers, but that, wherever the latter 


propoſe to pzdobaptiſt miniſters to be "baptized, 
they are admitted without ſcruple, and without any 


other examination, than as to their faith and ex- 


rience. But this is not fact, nor, except in the 


few inſtances I mentioned, do the pædobaptiſts 


agree at all with adult baptiſm; and if Mr. E. in 


thus concealing ſo material a part of information, 


did not lie in wait to deceive, he has, at all events, 


proved himſelf to be groſsly unſkilled, in the true 


ſtatement of the diſagreement, between the baptiſts 
and pædobaptiſts. As the obvious drift alſo of his 
Thefes and Dialogue, is to make it appear plauſible, 


„ that when a baptiſt has proved adult baptiſm, he 


has proved nothing againſt a pædobaptiſt? 5 


— 
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that the queſtion ſtill remains in full force, * Are 
infants fit ſubjetts of baptiſm?” and « that thoſe 


paſſages of Scripture which prove adult baptiſm, 
will not anſwer this queſtion, p. 4. in one word, 
that the rectitude of adult will not claſ with that 
of infant baptiſm, I add, that if he had under- 


ſtood believers baptiſm, it would not have entered 


into his mind, that infant baptiſm, could by any 
means be right, If when he was baptized, he had 
had communion with Chriſt, in his own ordinance, 
and experimentally felt its power, he would have 


ſeen it to be ſo incompatible with its adminiſtration. 


to an infant, that no two prattices can form a 
greater contraſt, and the ſavour of it would have 
preſerved him, from being a reed ſhaken with the 


wind. Hence it comes to pals (and I appeal to 


experience for the fact) that for one who withdraws 
from the baptiſts, to go to the pædobaptiſts, twenty 


leave the latter, to go to the baptiſts, and abide 


firmly with. them to the end of their lives; and if 


Mr. E. by the ſophiſtry I have juſt detected, has 


impoſed upon ſome plain people, that they “ be. 
lieved him, and marvelled” at his penetration, the 


others, that “ remained in doubt,” when he at- 


tempted to convince them, that both views of 
baptiſm might well conſiſt together, underſtood 
this inward pleaſure ; and his ſage reaſonings had 
exactly the ſame effect upon them, ns if his logical 
powers had been diſplayed to prove, that a pro- 


feſſion of faith in the deity of Jupiter, does not 


interfere with that of faith in the Deity of Jehovah. | 


They would have marvelled at the ſpeaker, re- 
mained in doubt, and been mute; but could not 
have been brought to embrace a doctrine, which 


cen a diſbelief of that Being in whom they live, 


and 
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| tiled, and now, by analogy ovght to be baptized— 


CRY 


and whom they love. Theſe baptiſt friends re- 


mained in doubt alſo, that the pædobaptiſts held 


adult baptiſm as well as themſelves; becauſe they 


were aware poſſibly, that the tendency of infant 


baptiſm ſo called, is to joſtle out altogether that 
ordinance in which they had ſo much comfort, and 
ſeen ſo much of Chriſt, I mean believers baptiſm. 

Not to ſay, how far the aim of Mr. E's conduct 
and his book, is to bring it into contempt, there is 
not a pzdobaptiſt miniſter in the world, that when 
called upon to baptize, or ſprinkle, an adult ſub- 


je, will addreſs him in the manner the bible and 


the baptiſt miniſters would. Though I do know a 
Gentleman who confeſſed, that he never had had 
ſuch comfort, or pleaſure, i in his life, in baptizing an 
infant, as he once had in baptizing two adults by 
immerſion, yet there is not one who will ſay to the 
perſon propoſing, „That the bleſſed God having 


called bim out of the ſtate of nature, to believe 


on his Son, now gave him the additional honour, 


of confefling Chriſt before men—that Chriſt bath 


inſtituted an ordinance for this purpoſe, and gone 
before his people in it—that therefore it is the per 
ſon's privilege and duty to be baptized, in the name 
of the Father, Sc. in token of yielding himſelf to 
Lord; in acknowledgment of the part taken, 


by the ſacred Three, in the work of ſalvation ; as 


an emblem of being waſhed in the blood of Chriſt, 
buried and riſen with him; and in the belief and 


hope of the reſurrection of the juſt, &c. But the 


language made uſe of upon ſuch an occaſion, 


_ would be to this amount, That the Lord made a 


covenant with Abraham, for himſelf and his ſeed, 
in virtue of which infants formerly were circum- 


that 


* 


SD | 


that it were much to be wiſhed, therefore, that this 


| perſon's parents had been wiſe enough, to have had 


him baptized, ſoon after his birth; and ſo, on the 
child's part, have taken hold of God's covenant, 
hold of the ſkirts of his garment, and given the 
covenant-ſeal—that that would have been, indeed, 
a time of love; the infant would, in the cradle, 
have eſpouſed Chriſt, put on Chriſt, and been ga- 
thered under the wings of the divine Majeſty—that 
had this covenant-relation been thus ratified and 
ſecured,. it would have given a lively hope of his- 

everlaſting happineſs, if the child had died, or, an 
hope of--his knowing the truth, if he grew up into 
life; nay, would have been an argument pleadable 


with God for his converſion, and which God had 


bound -- himſelf to hear. However, it would be 
added, though that was not done, yet as God was 
more merciful than the parents; and as he had, 
out of unſtipulated favour, called the out-caſt to 


him, and given faith, perſonally (not by proxy) to 


take hold of his covenant, it was not now too late 
to adminiſter the ſeal thereof, &c. And thus the 


_ ordinance of Jeſus Chriſt, which is confeſſed to be 


in the Bible, is conſidered as a ſort of make-/hift, 
to ſerve inſtead of infant baptiſm, of which Scrip- 
ture ſpeaks not one word. Is there a baptiſt that 


can think of this without indignation; or a man 


that can believe adult and infant baptiſm to be both 
right? If, further, infant baptiſm, or ſprinkling, 


had its wiſhed-for effect, it would go to this, that 


all men in a country called Chriſtian, would, be- 
cauſe chriſtened, be taken for granted to be Chrifs 


tians; and then, when a man is converted from 


{in to God, and fees it is his duty to come out 


from the world, and be ſeparated, by ſome viſible 
CE | 


token 


410 7 

token of that ſeparation, he would find none to 
ſeparate from, but Jews, Mahometans, and Hea- 
thens, whom he has no connection with, or a ve 
inconſiderable number of whom are in the land. 
The bulk of the inhabitants, wicked as the na- 
tion may be, he muſt look upon as his brethren 
and ſiſters in Chriſt, united with him in the 
Chriſtian name, and baptized with the ſame bap- 
tiſm that himſelf was baptized with. The good 
people, Mr. E. ſpeaks of, no doubt ſaw, that that 
glorious appointment, whereby a man who has re- 
ceived mercy, and been made a new creature, 
does, from love to his Redeemer, diſtinguiſh him- 
ſelf from the maſs of the people about him, call 
them Chriſtian or what you pleaſe, 1s propoſed to 
be gradually aboliſhed, to give place to a ceremony 
that confounds all An enn, and makes the 
Church and the world, to be one and the ſame. 
Jealous, therefore, "Wa the Lord of hoſts, they were 
thocked at its incongruity with a true profeſſion of 
that religion, which is pure and undefiled before 
God and the Father, and which teaches, to keep 
unſpoited from the world; James i. 27. 
. However, as Mr. E. will, perhaps, reply, that this 
is not argument, to prove that the practice of infant 
baptiſm, cannot ſtand with that of believers, I ſhall 
Call your attention to a few texts of Scripture, 
which, I hope, will weigh with you, in ſupport of 
the ſame ſentiment. In Eph. iv. 5. the apoſtle 
ſpeaks of one baptiſm ; and what that one is he fur- 
ther tells us, that it ſuppoſes one Lord, to whom 
the worſhip is paid; one faith, which influences to 
it, and that the baptiſm itſelf is one; not two ſorts, 
-one implying previous faith, the other no faith at 

all, The apoſtle did not know of one baptiſm for 
J« adults 
* 


* 


* 


( 


dults who believed, and another for infants, of 


whom none can ſay that they do, or ever will, be- 


lieve; he ſpeaks of baptiſm itſelf, and ſays it is 


one. In this view faith may be conſidered as the 


ſoul, and baptiſm as the body of the profeſſion; and 
there is a ſubſtantial meaning in both; but what 
Mr. E. contends for, is a body without a ſoul ; or 
rather (taking ſprinkling for the manner of the 
operation) 1s neither body nor foul. It will con- 


firm this explanation to remark alſo, that the apoſtle 


argues from this one baptiſm, and the truths fo 
cloſely connetted with it, the union of behevers 
one to another, in Chriſt the bond of peace, v. 3. 


and the conſequent mutual affection that ſhould 


ſubſiſt between them; and the argument is {triking ; 
they were preſumed to be one body, animated by 
one ſpirit; but the tendency of what Mr. E. calls 
baptiſm is, to diſunite real Chriſtians, to ſtir up 


Wrath, ſtrife, and every evil work (witneſs the 


temper of Mr. E's book) and no wonder the people 
he ſpeaks of, „ marvelled and ſtood in doubt” 


about the suppoſed compatibility of it with be- 
'Hevers baptiſm. Had it no other bad-effect than 


that, which uniform and univerſal experience ſhews 
it has, of alienating the minds of believers, and 


forming them into parties, and contending parties, 


about a practice, the propriety of which, to ſay the 
leaſt, is diſputable (whereas about the propriety of 
believers baptiſm, there is, according to Mr. E. 
& no diſpute at all,) I ſhould totally diſlike it, as 
not coming from the God of peace, unity, and love. 


The account of baptiſm, by the apoſtle Peter, 


comes to the ſame, with that of his beloved brother 
Paul. He calls it the anſwer vf a good conſcience 


towards God, by the reſurrection of Jeſus Chriſt, 


* 


| an 
1 Pet. iii. 2 1. Mr. E. will reply, © That ſpeaks of 
the baptiſm of adults, not about that of infants ;” 
and I think ſo too; for the apoſtle does not argue 
-upon the ſuppoſition, that there was any baptiſm of 
infants known among them; he is repreſenting 
baptiſm itſelf; that the efficacy of it, as a means of 
communicating ſalvation to the foul, was only ſo 
far as it implied the enepulypa, anſwer, or pro- 
feſſion, that the conſcience of the perſon baptized 
was made good, by the knowlege and belief of the 
reſurrection of Chriſt. To the ſame purpoſe allo, 
1s the account of baptiſm in Gal. 11. 27. For as 
many of you as have been baptized into Chriſt, have 
put on Chriſt. The change whereby they had ac- 
tually put on Chriſt, in the experience and temper 
of their minds, he deſcribed, v. 26. Ye are all the 
children of God by faith in Chriſt Feſus. This verſe, 
therefore, ſpeaks of their outward profeſſion of that 
inward change, which was, that their baptiſm into 
the name of Chriſt was an outward putting on of 
Chriſt. And here two particulars ſtrike us: Firſt, 
that the putting on Chriſt is as much ſaid to be their 
own att and deed, as is a man's putting on his coat, 
and ſecondly, that as many as were baptized at all, 
were baptized in this way; conſequently, this was 
the alone idea of baptiſm entertained by them. 
Theſe things premiſed, let me lead you now to 
the original inſtruction for baptiſm, in Matt. xxviii. 
19. Go and teach all nations, baptizing them, 
in the name of the Father, Kc. Mr. E. in com- 
mon with other pædobaptiſt writers, inſiſts that it 
ſhould be tranſlated, diſciple all nations, and that 
this diſcipling is to be effefted by baptiſm. But be- 
fides, that it 1s inconſiſtent with common ſenſe to 
explain it, as if our Lord had ſaid, © Go and diſciple 
„ 3 | all 
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all nations, by diſcipling them,” and that it contra- 
diets every other uſage of the Greek word uebyltuw, 


in Scripture or elſewhere, to think of conſtituting 


perſons diſciples, who are incapable of learning; 
and that the utmoſt to be made of it, in that caſe, 
would be, that ſuch perſons are intended for, not 
actually made, diſciples, which laſt is the force of 
command: Beſides, alſo, the expreſs manner in 
which Scripture diſtinguiſhes, between diſcipling 
and baptizing (John iv. 1. for inſtance, ſeſus mage 
and baptized more diſciples than John the baptiſt.) 
J inſiſt upon it that, in the words of the inſtitution 
I have cited, we have but one rule to go by, call 
it teaching or diſcipling. If then Mr. E. will have 
it, that the command is, to diſciple adults by teach- 
ing, and to diſciple infants without teaching, I 
anſwer, that he makes two regulations, where 
Jeſus Chriſt gave only one. In ſhort, he 1s re- 
duced to this dilemma (and let him get out of it, 
by the omnipotence of his logic, it he can) if this 
direction mean to diſciple infants by baptiſm, 
without previous teaching, then it means alſo, to 
diſciple adults, that is to baptize them, without 


previous teaching, without faith, without any thing; 


but if it mean to diſciple adults, by teaching pre- 


vious to their baptiſm, then it means that infants, 


who cannot be previouſly inſtructed, are not to be 
baptized. One or the other of theſe conſequences 
is unavoidable; and this command, thus illuſtrated, 


vill caſt light upon the parallel place in Mark xvi. 


16. The miniſters of Chriſt are to preach one 
goſpel to every creature: This referred to the ſub- 
ject which they are to teach, and by which they are 
to diſciple the nations, the ſum of which is, He 
that belteveth and is baptized ſhall be ſaved, but he 


| that 
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that believeth not ſhall be damned. Jeſus did not 
ſay, „He that is not baptized ſhall be damned,” 
becauſe there may be caſes, in which a man may 
believe, and not have the means or capacity of 
baptiſm ; and our benevolent maſter did not lay 
that undue ſtreſs upon the outward adminiſtration 
of an ordinance, as to make it an eſſential of ſalva- 
tion, but (taken in connex1on with the former text 
eſpecially) he plainly commanded, that every crea- 
ture, capable of being taught, ſhould know this, 
that wherever baptiſm is adminiſtered, it ought to 
imply the faith of the perſon that received it, and 
it is in perfect conformity with theſe directions, 
that in Adds ii. 39. baptiſm is expreſsly limiited, 
Gooic, to as many, as the Lord our God ſhall call. 
But. as the two laſt-cited texts are animadverted 
upon by Mr. E. in another place, I hint at them 
here, merely as collateral illuſtrations of the before- 
mentioned remarks, that, according to the tenor 
of Scripture, . the man who really embraces the 
dotrine of believers baptiſm, cannot, at the ſame 
time, entertain the notion of infant-baptiſm ; the 
conſequence is, that Mr. E's learned Theſes fall to 
the ground, and the © neat ſtrength” of the baptiſts, 
4s abundantly more formidable than he has hitherto 
been aware of. Submitting the whole to your can- 
dor, I conclude this Letter, and remain your 8. 
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7 | LETTER II. 

ay | 

on 

a- Mr. EDWARDS's Miſrepreſentation of the 

xt Arguments of the Baptiſts, againſt Infant 

_—_ Baptiſm. 

is, 

vn DEAR Six, 

18, | R. Peter Edwards having admitzed; that be- 

d, lievers baptiſm is authorized in the New | 

Il. Teltament, and the former Letter having proved, l 

ed I hope, that no man who underſtands what the 3 

un Scripture ſpeaks of that ordinance, can allow of 4 

e- infant baptiſm, being mixed with, or an appendage J 

or to it, I might be excuſed from entering further into 4 

he his Reaſons, for he has ſtumbled at the very 4 

ne  threſhoid. But as all treatiſes on his fide of the de- id 

he bate are ſaid to be unanſwerable, unleſs poſitively A 

to anſwered, though he has thrown no additional light 4 

ts, on the argument, and the ſame things being re- It 

to ||  peated, the reply mult of neceſſity be a repetition ll 

n- pf former anſwers, yet it is our grief and we muſt g 
. : 

. Mär. E's firſt chapter begins with telling us a piece N 

J. of news I never knew before, that the baptiſts have 


only two arguments againſt infant baptiſm. Per- 
haps, upon the peruſal: of the former letter it may 4 
be found, that we have many more; and that the li 
tenor of the inſtruQtions in Scripture reſpecting =_ 
baptiſm, are totally contradiory to every idea of 


3 © application to an infant; but it cannot be ex. | 
pected 0 
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ed that the Scriptures ſhould ſpeak directly 
againſt a practice, that was not in the contempla- 


tion of their writers. They ſaid, Thou ſhalt have 
no other God beſudes the Lord, becauſe many nations 


at that time exiſting, ſerved other gods; and it is 


a fairer inference from their filence, about infant 
baptiſm, that no ſuch cuſtom was thought of in the 
primitive church, than that not being, in ſo many 
words prohibited, it was thereby deſignedly toler- 
ated. Suppole, however, that there were only two, 
or only one argument againſt it, that would be 
enough for any reaſonable man. David had only 
ve ſmooth ſtones in his ſcrip, and one of theſe, 
well directed, was ſufficient to bring down the giant 
of Gath. Why then may not two arguments avail, 
againſt the gigantic Mr. Peter Edwards ? 

But before I proceed, I beg leave to make an 
obſervation, on two words much uſed by Mr. E. 


and his friend Williams, and by which they think to 


drive the baptiſts into a dilemma; theſe are in- 


ference and analogy. An inference is a concluſion 


drawn from ſome previous argument. Analogy | 
ſignifies the arguing from one ſubjett to another, 
upon the ground of a ſuppoſed reſemblance between 
the two. Theſe Gentlemen would inſi nuate, that 
the baptiſts diſclaim all uſe of theſe two words, in 
their diſcourſes concerning poſitive. inſtitutions. 
But they are miſtaken. It is impoſſible to reaſon at 
all without the former; for the inference muſt 


either be the reſult of the whole argument (as the 
ſum total is an aggregate of ſeveral leſſer quantities) 


or elſe a neceſſary deduttion from it; and as to 


analogy, though it is only to argue from implicit 


or preſumptive evidence, which may be greater or 


leſs, according to the nearneſs or remoteneſs of the 


preſumed 


C77 
preſumed likeneſs, we have no objedtion to the 
uſe of it, in all matters and things to which it 


will in juſtice apply ; yet, if the words be but 
mentioned by a baptiſt, theſe gentlemen, with- 


is out attending to the connexion, immediately g 
int exclaim, * You will not allow our arguments 4 
he from inference and analogy, and therefore we ö 
ny will preclude you from the ule even of the words.” | 
er- But they do not ſeem to know, that there is an im- 1 
bo, proper uſe of inference and analogy; ex. gr. | 
= when the-premiſes are ſo vague, that the con- bi 
aly cluſion mult, of courſe, be indeterminate, and | 
ſe, ö inference altogether uncertain when all the Þ 
nt proof of an inſtitution pleaded for, reſts upon i 
ail, ſuch uncertain inferences hen analogy 3 is ap- |. 
| plied to a ſubject, to which it cannot have any 4 
an kind of relation, and in regard to which, its uſe 4 
E. is a direct contradittion. Theſe remarks pre 4 
to miſed, will greatly facilitate our reply to the 1 
- | remainder! of this work; and let me add one I 
on more, that when you ſee Mr. E's arguments, 1 
gy you are not to take it for granted that you have, 1 
er, bond fide, what a baptiſt would ſay upon that 1 
en particular point, but you have Mr. E's own re- 1 
at KB preſentation, which he lays at the door of the il 
in baptiſts. The firſt he words thus: i 
NS. 4 perſon who has a right to a poſitive inſtitute, 1 
1 muſt be expreſsly mentioned as having that right ; but I, 
uſt infants are not jo mentioned, therefore they have not | 
he that right”. ml 
es) Il do not wiſh to play upon his words; but it 1 
= 18 neceſſary to our entering into their true ſenſe, Fa 
cit to enquire, What does he mean by © exprefsly i! 
or mentioned 9. Muſt the perſon be mentioned, i 
= - 8 name? That is the-1dea we uſually afhx to the il 
ed | LOS D words; io 
| 
i 
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words; but what baptiſt ever advanced ſuch a 
propoſition ? Suppoſe this to be an inaccurate 
way of talking (which is very wrong, in a man 
that pretends to ſtate the principles of other 


people) ſtill the queſtion returns, What does he 


intend by expreſsly mentioned? Does he mean 


that the character of the perſon ſhould be ex- 


preſs y deſcribed ? That is the proper phraſeology 
in this caſe, and would have ſaved a deal of 
trouble, though, perhaps, not have anſwered 


Mr. E's end, in raiſing a duſt to perplex the 
queſtion. In fatt, he muſt mean this, or have 


no meaning at all,” That the kind of perſon 
who has a right to a poſitive inftitute muſt be 
prey deſcribed;” and I cannot think what 
objection any reafonable man can have, to a 
propoſition thus ſtated ? I am ſure it will be ſelf- 


evident, to one who underſtands what he is con- 


verſing about. If the inſtitution be poſitive, to 
ſay the deſcription of the perſon fhould be ex- 


preſs, is to ſay nothing more than that this de- 


ſcription fhould be poſitive alſo. I vill not 
affirm, that Mr. E's reaſon for decrying, and 
Jaughing at dictionaries and lexicons, as “ idle,” 
&c. p. 47. is an apprehenſion, that to define his 
terms, would be to confute him ; but look into 


' FJoknjon's diftionary for the word Poſitive, and 
you will find it to-ſignify, © Abſolute, particular, 
direct, not implied, certain, aſſured, and without 


dubitation.” Look alſo for the word expreſs, and 


you will find its meaning to be, Plain, and in 
direct terms; clear, not dubious ; 


and if you look 
for the word explicit, you will find it to mean, 
unfolded, plain, clear, not merely implied.“ Does 


Not the nature of things ſhew the agreement, of 


thele 


- 
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a theſe words with one another, and the incon- 
= gruity of the contrary ſuppoſition? I deny that 
in they ſtand oppoſed to the word +: ad for 
* an inference may be drawn, which is certain, 
1C direct, and poſitive; but they do neceſſarily to 
in analogy and implication; for, as we have ſeen, 
C= the latter do not contain more than is preſump- 
=. tive or probable; and this is the import of 
of Mr. E's word * indire&,” p. 8. not in expreſs 
d terms. | 
le | When theſe terms are brought together, I 
2 aſk, What would you think of a government, 
n | that iſſued out an order for a particular regula- 
JE : tion, and that this order ſhould be poſitive, cer- 
at tain, direct, not implied, but without dubitation, 
A and yet that it ſhould be not in expreſs terms, 
f- that is, not in terms clear, plain, and indubitable 2 
n- Would it be for the honour of that government, 
LO to give ſuch confuſed and contradiftory orders? 
x = Could ſuch orders be, at any rate, called goſi- 
e- tive? And 1s it “ aſſuming” to ſay, that the 
ot bleſſed God, when he poſetzvely commanded a 
d duty, told us expreſsly and explicitly, what that 
* duty is, and who have a concern in it? Shall 
18 ve take upon us to maintain, that God gave us 
to poſitive orders concerning the duty, but left us 
d to uncertainty and preſumption, (i. e. to find out 
rs in the beſt manner we can) how to perform that 
= duty? If to talk thus is not “ afluming,” and 
d to “ diQtate to the ever bleſſed God,” What is? 
7 J am ſenſible that the Lord knows beſt, how to 
k «© communicate his mind to men;” but if he had 
Ny thought proper to communicate it only by im- 
es _ plication and analogy, I aſk, at leaſt, how could 
of this be called a poſitive inſtitution? Would he 
le * 404 cContradict 
| i 
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contradict himſelf, and inſtitute a duty, that 
ſhall be at once poſitive and not poſitive? If Mr. 
E. thinks this honourable to God, I am ſorry he 
has ſuch miſtaken notions of him, I the trumpet 
give an uncertain found, Who ſhall prepare himſelf 
to the battle? 1 Cor. xiv. 8. We cannot ſup- 
oſe that he, whole words thoſe are, would him- 

ſelf fall into the like ambiguity. How alſo is it 
* contratted” to expect, that God ſhould be 
* expreſs'** and © explicit” in a command 
which is poſitive? I know that © important | 
things are ſet forth in Scripture, in many dit- 
ferent ways,” and it becomes us with modeſty, 
to accept of the evidence which God gives for 
them; but if they are any where poſetively ſpoken 
of, a child can tell him, that they are ſpoken of 
explicitly and expreſsly, ex. gr. Poſitive promiſes 
are clear and unequivocal; not what we are left 
to draw, from abſtract and preſumptive reaſon- 
ings ; they are, yea and amen in Chriſt eſus; and 
the ce Mr. E. brings, of learning from the 
third heaven, that there muſt be a flit and fecond, 
though an ference, is as direct and poſitive, as 
any thing needs to be. It is not preſumed, or 
probable—perhaps, or it is likely, are not the words 
made uſe of to ſignify it; nor is it left at the 
leaſt uncertainty; but we know demonſtrably, 
according to the eſtabliſhed order of numbers, 
one, two, three, & c. that if there be a third, there 
muſt be a ſecond and a firſt, 

But as Mr. E. and the generality of readers, 
do not ſufficiently comprehend the true nature, 
of a poſitive inſtitution, it will contribute to the 
elucidation of the argument, if we attempt to 
ſtate the import of that expreſſion. The duties 

; | ; obligatory 
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1 
obligatory on us, as creatures and Chriſtians, 
are either moral precepts, or poſitive precepts. 


No doubt, in one ſenſe, that which is poſitive 


is moral, becauſe it proceeds from God, and is 


an expreſſion of homage to him. But poſitive 


precepts are diſtinguiſhed from what are ſimply 
moral, in that they do not ariſe from the reaſon 


and natural relation of things, nor are they to 


be known by this ſort of deduttion; they de- 
pend entirely upon the arbitrary will of the Le- 
giflator ; he ſays, they muſt be done jo and jo; 
and whether he gives a reaſon for the command 
or not, the duty is the ſame; it is a duty merely, 
becauſe he commands it, and would not have 
been a duty, if he had not commanded it. If 


he reveals the reaſon, that may be an att of 
. Kindneſs in him, thus to ſatisfy an enquiring 


mind ; but ſuppoſe he ſhould keep it for ever 
concealed in his own breaſt, that does not make 


the ſmalleſt alteration in the obligation, which 


ariſes ſolely from his ſovereign and declared ap- 
pointment*. After this deſcription, I aſk What 


kind of evidence there ſhould be, of ſuch a 


politive command or inſtitution? If it be poh- 
tive, it cannot be left to moral reaſoning, to 


find out what it is, or ought to be. Moral rea- 
ſoning may point out many moral duties; but 
poſitive precepts reſpect certain injunctions, . 
which. are only, ſo, becauſe God declares that he 


will be obeyed, in @ particular form and way ; 


and which, therefore, we may conclude, he 
has given ſpecitic and expreſs directions for our 


* The reader will find some pertinent remarks on this 
Head, in a work entitled, Deism Revealed. Vol. II. 
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conformity to. So that (if J may be allowed to 
explain myſelf by ſuch an alluſion) moral duties 


bear ſome reſemblance, to what is called the Com- 
mon Law, of our country, which “ is ſaid to 


be the perfection of reaſon, acquired by long 
ſtudy, obſervation and experience, and refined 


by learned men in all ages,“ (See Jacob's Law 
Dictionary, and which, therefore, will admit of 
moral argument at large. But Statute Law, being 
intended to enforce certain obligations, which 
the Common Law did not clearly reach to, or, 
perhaps, at all ſuggeſt, ſuch as particular modes 
of taxation, &c. ought to be explicit, clear and 
decifive, in that which is requiſite to its obe- 


dience. So I aſſert that the divine directions 
are, in regard to all poſitive precepts and inſti- 


tutions; or elſe, as they are regulated and con- 


troled ſolely, by thoſe orders which alone 


makes them to be duty, it will ſuppoſe them to 
be duty and no duty. Analogy, and preſumptive 
reaſoning, may be uſed in matters that are not 
poſitive; but as far as a duty is poſitive, we 
mult keep cloſe to the letter of the law; analogy 
has nothing to do with it; it would deſtroy the 
poſitiveneſs of the duty, and miglit, in time, 
metamorphoſe it into another rite, 2 25 from 
the original command. 

There is not a poſitive precept in all the Bible, 
but is expreſs and explicit, in every particular 
that is poſitive. When God forbid our firſt 
Parents to eat of the tree of knowledge of good and 
evil, that was a poſitive: prohibition, expreſſed 
ſo clearly as to be indubitable ; and, it is ob- 


ſervable, tha: the introduction of ſin into this 
world, was through a breach of that, poſitive 


precept.— 
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precept. — When God commanded Moa to make 
an ark, that was poſitive; and he was not left to 
uncertainty, or to draw inferences from pre- 
ſumption or analogy, about any particular eſſen- 
tial to the command. — Abraham was een 
ordered to leave his country and his kindred, 
and he obeyed without replying : he was poſi- 
tively ordered, to make a burnt-ſacrifice of his fon 


Iſaac, and he knew he was not permitted to reaſon. 


from moral conſiderations about it. Circumeiſtien 
was ordained, and every minutia of it exprelsly 
ſettled.—So was the Paſſover : It was not op- 
tional, whether it ſhould be. a lamb or a calf; 
8 it ſhould be roaſted, baked, or boiled; 
whether it ſhould be eat in the morning, or at 
noon, or in the evening, juſt as it ſutted the 
whim or convenience of the people; but how 
it was to be celebrated, was exprefsly appointed. 


In the Lord's Supper we have expreſs directions, 
as to the materials and form of the celebration, 


as well as the kind of perſons that ought to par- 
take of it; and it is with the higheit diſapproba- 
tion that we ſpeak of the Church of Rome, that 
(applying analogy to that which is merely poſi- 
tive) it has ſo altered that ordinance, as not to 
leave a veſtige of the firſt inſtitution.—In like 
manyer in baptiſm, every thing is clear, and we 


are not left to gueſs at the element to be made 


uſe of, or the form of words to be repeated up- 


on the occaſion: all is expreſs and explicit. 


And is it not to be inferred from hence (as well 
as from the uniformity of the divine condutt in 
regulating other poſitive inſtitutions) that God 
would be as clear and explicit, in regard to the 
ind of perſon to be baptized, and the manner 


in 
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in which the "ly is to be uſed in baytiſm ? If per- 
fons are left to analogical, or indirect reaſoning, 


about poſitive inſtitutes, might they not argue, in 


the Lord's Supper, that ileſh may be uſed, inſtead 
of bread, becauſe Chriſt ſpeaks of his fleſh, as 


given for the life of the world; and that fire ſhould 


be the element uſed in baptiſm, becauſe it was 
promiſed, that Chriſt ſhould baptize wth fire ? 
After all, while Mr. E. maintains what he calls 


e indirect expreſſion,” from an ill-founded hope of 


its favouring infant baptiſm, he 1s himſelf obliged 
at laſt, to abandon it, and have recourſe to ſome- 
thing more direct and poſitive. As his prefump- 
tions from the ſuppoſed analogy, between circum- 


ciſion and baptiſm, related only to the malcs of 


Iſrael, ,analogy would not reach to the females ; 
and, therefore, he is forced to fly to poſitive pre- 
cept, or example, p. 49. to give females a right to 
baptiſm, though he cannot extend it to female in- 


fants; but according to his own conceſlion, in this 


caſe, whatever is politive, mult be expreſsly and 
poſitively ſaid to be ſo. What objettion has he 


then to our talking thus? Very politely he tells us, 


« It is falſe, very falſe,“ p. 8. and the argument 
be adduces for its falſchood, is the moſt abſurd, and 


_ diſcovers the greateſt ignorance of language I ever 
met with: „a ſubject, he ſays, is admitted to a 
poſitive inſtitute, and that admiſſion is according 
io truth, and fo held and practiſed by all, who uſe 
| Chriſtian rites, when yet there 1s 70 expreſs. lau or 
example to ſupport it, in all the word of God. It 
is the caſe of women, and their admiſſion to the 
Lord's table,“ p. 8. Now let me give him his full 
ſcope here; I mean, take the argument as he lays it 
dow n, and ſee the utmoſt, if 1t were of any validity, 


that, 
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that he would get by it. The baptiſts hold, that a 


perſon who has a right to a poſitive inſtitute; muit 
be expreſsly mentioned or deſcribed. But the 
baptiſts, he ſays, admit women to the Lord's table, 


though not expreſsly mentioned or deſcribed. And 


what would he infer from hence? That infants, 
though not expreſsly mentioned, or deſcribed, may 


lawfully be admitted to baptiſm? How does that 
follow? Will an unwarrantable prattice in one 


man prove the right of another man, to prattiſe 
what he has no authority for? Would not the better 
mode of argument be, if female communion be 
wrong, becauſe not expreſsly enjoined, aboliſh it; 
if infant baptiſm be wrong, becauſe not. expreſsly 
commanded, put an end to it alſo? It is a good 
obſervation, that “ recrimination of the behaviour 
of another, is no juſtification of a man's on con- 
duct;“ and if Mr. E's recrimination upon us, that 
we admit women to the Lord's table, without ex- 


reſs law or example, were well founded, that 


would not juſtify him in baptizing infants, without 
expreſs law or example. It may ſtop the mouths 
df two diſhoneſt men between themſelves, when 


one calls « Thief „ for the other to retort “ Swind- 


ler 1” but it will not prove theft and ſwindling to 
be honeſt or legal. In ſhort, Mr. E. with all his 
learned critique upon Avfpuro; and Avyp, has ſaid 


no more then to this amount, If I act unjuſtifi- 


ably, in baptizing infants, the baptiſts ſhall not up- 
braid me with it; for I'll demand their expreſs 
warrant for female communion, and ſo ſtop their 


mouths, whatever others may ſay ?” 


But I deny the poſition upon which all this cavil 
is founded. I aſſert that there is, to all intents and 
Purpoſes, expreſs law. and example for womens 

EE . 
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partaking of the Lord's Supper. It was not neceſ- 
 fary that our Lord ſhould deliver his directions 
about a golpel ordinance, with that ſtifinels of legal 
3 with which the tricks of pettifoggers have 

orced our modern legiſlators, to word their As 
of Parhament ; q. d. . Preach this goſpel,” He, 
e, or they, who believeth or believe, and is, are, or 
ſhall be baptized, ſhall be ſaved.“ The caſe was 
obvious, without ſo dull a repetition. If there be 
ſexes in bodies, there are none in fouls. Where 
faith is given, a woman is as capable of believing 
as a man. There is not a pre-requiſite for baptiſm 
in a man, but may be found to as great perfection 
in a woman. And, therefore, when [eſus ſaid, 
« He that believeth, and is baptized, &c. he fed 
the alone criterion, whereby the perſons to be 
baptized ſhould be tried; and the apoſtles underſtood 
him; they knew women to be explicitly deſcribed 
in the direction, and baptized them without aſking 
for more expreſs warrant. Acts viii. 12. xvi. 15. 
The ſame will hold good reſpetling their admiſſion 
to the Lord's table; and the text in 1 Cor. xi. 28, 
« Let a man examine himſelf, and o let him eat 
of that bread, and drink of that cup,” is ſufficiently 
explicit upon that head. The man mult be greatly 
deficient in the common rules of grammar, Who 
does not know, that the maſculine gender being, 
in the order of ſpeech, preferred to the . 
when matters are ſpoken of which equally apply to 
both ſexes, and both have an equal concern in, it 
is ſufficient to ſpecify the maſculine, to be under- 
ſtood to compriſe both ſexes alike; as a woman is 
really a man, though a man is not a woman; ex. gr. 
He that will not work, neither let him eat, p. 29. 
* What ſhall it * a man, if he gain the whole 
8 1 3 . 
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world; and loſe his own ſoul? If any man have 


ears to hear, let him hear: Man liveth not by bread 
alone; bleſſed is the man, Avy;, to whom the Lord 
will not impute ſin;“ death hath paſſed upon all 
men : The goſpel is good will towards men ; God is 


the Saviour of all men, and will have all men to be 


ſaved; Let every man be ſwift to hear, flow to 
ſpeak, & c. for the wrath of man, Audpog, worketh not 
the righteouſneſs of God: Every man that hath 
this hope in him purifieth himſelf, &c. Was it ne- 
ceſſary to add, in theſe texts, women alſo? or diſtin. 
guiſh them from the ſons and brethren, Heb. ii. 10, 112 
Would it not be ridiculous to ſuppoſe, when we 
ſay, „Ve that will live mult eat,” that e that will 
live muſt eat, is not as explicit a truth? or, that 
the phraſe, jon of man, Heb. ii. 6. intimated ex- 


preſsly, that the man had a father, but probably only, 
that he had a mother? But what is more direAly to 


the point, our Lord Jeſus is fourſcore times entitled 
the ſon of man, in the New Teſtament, though 


no man was concerned at all, in his coming into 
the world, but he was merely made of a woman. 
Will Mr. E. call this preſumption and analogy ? 


The proof is as poſitive as the nature of language 


requires, and it is a method of ſpeaking univerſally. 


underſtood, and without ſcruple admitted, as ſuffi- 
cient for all human tranſactions; nay, muſt be ad- 


mitted, unleſs we are to be compelled, by Mr. E. 
and his colleagues, to talk in fo circumlocutory a 
Mile, as would put us upon ſtilts that they may laugh. 


at us, and lay an embargo upon the intercourſes of 


life. I will not, therefore, diſpute about the word 


- Avbpwog ; it may, in ſome connexions, ſignify ſpe- 


| cifically a male. But all that know any 1 
know, that it is a generic word, of what is called 
1 . the 


— 
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the common of two gender, and very frequently. 
comprehends both ſexes. It was a ſignificant word, 
therefore, for the apoſtle to uſe, in ſpeaking to the 


Corinthians; but I lay no great ſtreſs upon it; if 


it had been Avyz, it would not have affected my 
argument in the leaſt ; for that women were actually 


admitted to the Lord's table, I appeal to the apoſtles 
reaſoning in the chapter itſelf. 
He is ſpeaking to the Corinthians, as a church 


conſiſting of men and women; and he charges 
them to keep the ordinances, as he had delivered 


them. Among theſe, ſome related to the women 
of che church; every woman praying or propheſying, 
v. 5. V. 11. 12. the woman is ſpoken of, as confi- 
dered in common with the man, Ver. 16. the ſame 
perſons are comprehended in the word vie, any 


man, or rather any one, man or woman, for it in- 


cludes both; and both muſt, of courſe, be intended 
in what he adds, v. 17. © Ye come together,” and v. 


18. „ when ye come together in the church, and v. 


20. * when ye come together into one place,” with 


the view of eating the Lord's Supper. Would any 


one, that was not hard driven to make a ſhew of ſup- 


porting an 'opinion, come forward now and tell us, 


that it is only by implication and probability, 
women in the primitive church, can be underſtood 
to have been at the Lord's table? If women. were 
not expreſsly ſpecified in the chapter, there might 
Fe ſome ſmall conſiſtency i in talking of implication; 
but in the connexion I have referred to, it requires 
a degree of effrontery I am aſtoniſhed at, to face- 
out, and build a capital part of a book upon ſo 
untrue a criticiſm. Here then J reſt my reply, 
confident that he cannot ſhake it; and that there 
1s s not a perſon converſant with the genius or philo- 
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ſophy of ſpeech, who will contradict my aſſertion, 
that there is expreſs authority and example for ad- 
mitting women to the Lord's table. No. 
But now, without receding from my argument, 


hypothelis, he will fail in the proof of infant 
baptiſm. He maintains, that the baptiſts uſe ana- 

logy for female communion; and that, by pari- 
l ty of reaſon, he may uſe it for infant baptiſm. But 
J I ſay, were the fact as ſtated, there is a very material 
1 difference between the two caſes. I can eafily 
1 conceive of an abuſe, as well as uſe, of analogy. 
5 The abuſe is, when a practice, ſuch as infant 

baptiſm, has confeſſedly nothing in its favour, ex- 
| cept analogy. This is a poor and inſufficient baſis 
| for a divine ordinance; hot to ſay, that the analogy 
contended for is ſo diſtant and confuſed, that it 
requires an exceſs of credulity to receive it. But 
1s this the caſe of female communion? No; I 
can conceive a 72ght uſe and application of analogy; 


namely, when there is more ſubſtantial evidence, 


than mere preſumption, when, with other politive 
and undoubted proof, it is argued, from the mani- 
feſt reſemblance between two' caſes, that what hap- 


pened in one, took place allo in the other. Thus 
we are told, that women, in the firſt ages, were baptiz- 
ed, and were in the churches. All this is * expreſs. 
and explicit;” we are not left to conjecture or proba- / 
bility about it; and having this poſitive precedent, 


of believing womens admiſſion to one ordinance, 
analogy would be a very juſt ground, if we had not 
a ſtronger, of aſſerting their right to the other, ac- 


; gy, * Ut ad aliquid finale referat, that it refer to ſome 
- likeneſs,” The lines referred to is, that the pre- 


requilites, 


ſuppoſe I ſhew Mr. E. that. even upon his own. 


cording to the rule of Quintillian, concerning analo- 


ꝗ 

requiſites, for baptiſm and for the Lord's Supper, 
are, in all, exactly the ſame, that is, repentance 
towards God, and faith in the Lord Jeſus Chriſt; 

but when Paul ſaid, Gal. ui. 28. In Chriſt Jeſus 
there is neither ale nor female, if Mr. E. calls 
this an argument from analogy, or preſumption, 
he does not know the difference between implicit 
and exphicit; for it is as explicit a ground for ſup- 
poling, nt fornales have in Chriſt Jeſus, the ſame 
privileges as the males, as it would be an explicit 
declaration, that women were entitled to the equal 


privileges of a certain city, to ſay, „There is here 


no difterence between male and female, provided 
there be the pre-requiſite of citizenſhip.” If alſo, 
Mr. E. could make it out, from this text or any 
other, that there is no difference, between nonage 
and maturity, grown-up perſons who believe, and 
little infants that cannot believe, he would ſay 
ſomething worthy, of our attention; but till that 
time, we mult ſuſpend our aſſent to infant baptiſm, 
and confine our practice to adult perſons, as far as 
we can charitably judge them to be believers. As 
theſe remarks will, I hope, obviate Mr. E's miſ- 
repreſentations, of the fire argument he puts into 


the mouths of the baptifts; I ſhall take no noticg 


of his miſapplied raillery, and feeble attempts at 
wit; neither ſhail J vindicate Mr. Booth, againſt 
Mr. E's abuſe of him. Thoſe that know the two 
characters, in point of reſpettability, will, without 
any aid of 9 do them both juſtice. 


I am your's, &c. 
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Mr. E DWA RDS“; Miſrepreſentation of the 
Arguments of the Baptiſts, againſt Infant 
Baptiſm, continued. | 


DEAR SI, 


HE true nature and obligation of a poſitive 
inſtitute being digeſted in the mind, it will 
ſerve as a ſtandard, whereby every argument in 
the controverſy may be tried; and we have proved 
accordingly, that if poſezzve, the terms in which the 
duty is enjoined muit be expreſs; nor does the ad- 
miſſion of women to the Lord's table, detratt from 
the explicitneſs obſervable in our Lord's poſitive 
injunctions. But Jam not at a loſs to underſtand 
Mr. Peter Edward's intention, in this attempt to 
unſettie the minds of his readers, about the ex- 
preſſiveneſs of a poſitive duty, for if he could draw 
them off from that ground, the next attempt would 
be to entangle them in a ſnare, by throwing ſuch a 
colouring over the command, that it ſhall ſignify 
any thing or nothing, juſt as he pleaſes. Preſum- 
ing therefore upon his fr eſſay, this is his ſecond, 
ſo to mould and miſrepreſent the plain direction our 
Lord has given for baptiſm, that when he ſaid, and 
ſaid only, He that believeth and is baptized ſhall be 
faved, it may be thought that he allowed of infant 
baptiſm, of which he has not given the ſmalleſt in- 
timation, but, Mr. E. tells us, has left to be con- 
RT . cluded 
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| cluded from analogy, bo in its effects, as we 


bave ſeen, it would deſtroy the obedience of the 


poſitive command, and, by this means, the im- 
plicit would ſet aſide the explicit. Hence our 


buſineſs is, firmly to maintain our footing upon 
the expreſs command; and you vill not ſuppoſe, 
while I ſhew the futility of Mr. E's ; ſecond argument, 
that I give up a tittle of what is advanced, under 
the firſt. He brings in the baptiſts as arguing 
thus: The Scriptures require faith and repentance, 
as requiſite to baptiſm ; but as infants cannot have 


theſe, they are not proper ſubjects of baptiſm. Infants, 


Jay the baptiſts, cannot believe, cannot repent, and 


none ſhould be baptized without faith, & c.“ 

His explanation of this argument is a man of 
ſtraw, which he has raiſed up, that he may have 
the pleaſure of overturning it. He aſks, + Of whom 
do the Scriptures require faith and repentance ?” 
And anſwers, „ of adults;” to which I add, that it 
is with perfect conſiſtency it requires them of 
adults, becauſe the whole of its inſtrutiions go upon 
the principle, that no other baptiſm was inſtituted, 
but that of adults. He informs us, that “ the Scrip- 


ture never requires faith and repentance of infants, 


in order to any thing,” and I add, neither does the 


Pg 


| Scripture give the leaſt hint of infant baptiſm. 


Before he charged us with a ſophiſm, therefore, he 


ſhould have Weed himſelf of that ſort of ſophiſm, 
Called begging the queſtion, and eſtabliſhed infant 


baptiſm as a ſcriptural practice; not, as now, inſi- 
dioufly taken it for granted, that it is in the Bible, 


in order to miſlead his readers, into a notion of two 
forts, or modifications of baptiſm, one that of 


adults, in which faith and repentance are required; 


the W n that of infants, in which theſe requiſites 
a are 


F * 
. * 


are not of force; whereas the Scripture tells us of 
only one baptiſm. But I take the liberty of aſſur- 
ing him, that the haptiſts will not ſuffer him to form 


ſyllogiſms for them, and that the ſophiſm he would 
aſcribe to them is entirely his own. Leaving out 
his word adults, a ſyllogiſm upon the baptiſt _ 
1180. would run thus, 


The Scriptures require faith and repentance 


univerſally, in order to be fit ſubjects for baptiſm, 
But infants cannot have faith and repentance : 
Therefore infants are not fit ſubjects for baptiſm. 
Where now is the ſophiſm ? The ſyllogiſm is as 
Ren as any in the ſyſtem of logic; and, upon 


examination, it is only Mr. E's s Caricature that goes 

e into perdition.” 

The farther we accompan 1 the more e | 
tunate he is, though inſenſible of it, + With what 
formality and affected gravity does he propoſe a 

rule to go by! Are we to be frightened by being 


told, what nobody denies, that «4 every argument 
which will prove againſt an evident truth ; and, 


every argument which will ſupport a fal — 1 
uel, to 


ſhew, that his arguments are all Il of this fort, But 


clearly a bad argument?” I hope, in the 


as - promiſes, by this rule, to prove, 
I. That this argument of the bereits! is fallaci- 


ous, and, 


II. « Point out wherein its s fallacy conſiſts,” let 
us, by all means, meet him. 


2ſt, Then you will obſerve, that the baptiſt * 
timent, as he ſtates it, is, that “ infants are ex- 
cluded from baptiſm, becauſe ſomething is ſaid of 

baptiſm, which will not agree to infants.” The 
matter that does not agree to infants is, that they 

have not faith and repentance. How does Mr. E. 
| make i it out, that our, or rather Chriſt's, univerſal 
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requirement of faith and repentance, prior to bap- 
tiſm, and our conſequent excluſion of infants, for 
that ineapacity, is to *,prove; againſt an evident 
wah er to 4+ ſupport falſehood 2” . | 
_ +a He brings in circumchſion, which i is ſo far from 
being a truth in his favour, that it is an evident truth 
againſt him; becauſe, for the due adminiſtration of 
eincumciſion, even; to an adult penſon, previous faith 
and repentance were never required, | When Abra- 
ham was commanded to circumciſe all the males of his 
family, Gen. XVit; 13. 23. he was not ordered to 
preach to them, + He that belicveth is to be circumciſ 
end; but believe or not believe, wherever he had in- 

ſluence as a maſter, every male was compelled to be 

circumciſed; ſo that there is in the very firſt inſtance, 
a total diſſimilarity between it and baptiſm, which 


Mr. E. acknowleges ſhould; in the cafe of adult 


perſons, be adminiſtered only to real believers. 
I, alſo, adult perſons were circumciſed, without 


previous faith required, no wonder infants were 


who could not have faith. But what relation has 
this to baptiſm ? I ſhould ſooner conclude, from 
the contraſt, that circumciſion was, properly ſpeak- 
ig, no att of religious worſhip at all, than that 
there is the leaſt analogy, between it and the goſpel 
Qrdinance, Which is an high act of perſonal devoted- 
neſs to God. We need only perule the ſtory of the 
eircumciſion of the men of Shechem, Gen- xxxix. 
and the account of the baptiſm, of the Jews (of 
Jews alſo who had been already circumciſed): on 
the day of the Pentecoſt, Acts ii. to determine 
Which) had the appearance. of devotion. - Circum- 
ciſion, therefore, and. baptiſm being ſo totally dif- 


lexent, the only true and evident concluſion, we can 
draw from the circumſtances, is, that the former 
Vas s alan ordmeante, oled until che time of 
1 4181 „ a | reformation; 
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reformation; and if carnal, it might he applied to 


carnal. people, the latter is a ſpiritual: andinaneeʒ 
peculiar to that time of reformation, and nich 2 


Haren and reformed people ought to partake of. 


But * Mr. E's wiſn, under this head 38 de 
that infants were by circumciſion, mage, or & fixed,” 
debtors to do the whole law, and therefore, if their 
incapacity of faith and repentance, 1 muſt exclude 


them from baptiſm, ſo might their incapacity of 


becoming perſonally reſponſible as! debtors, have 
excluded. them from circumciſion q but as it is an 


evident truth,” that the latter ineapacity did not 


| exclude them from circumciſion, ſo neither ought 


- 
* 4 


* 
$- 


the former to exclude them from baptiſm. I think 


I have done his argument juſtice, and as be reaſons 


upon it, p. 22, 2g. there is much to arümadvert 
upon before I conſider its main force. I might, 


for inſtance, deny that circumciſion was a folemn 


entering into the church,” for if it was, the females, 
were not in the church. I might deny alſo, that 
circumciſion did conſtitute or. fix' an obligation 


on the circumciſed, to conform to the laws and 
ordlinances of that church;” for if it did, the fe- 
males were not fed under that obligation; but 
do not remember any text, that ſpeaks of it as 


Axing an obligation. The apaſtle ſpeaks of it as 


declaring, or manifeſting” the Jews to be under the 


law ; but not conſtituting, or fixing that obliga- 


Von. But waving theſe remarks, I am glad to hear 
Mr. E. contend, that it was x token of being under 
e lau and debtors to do the whole! lum, &“. 1 


5 -. 


thought it had been ufually conſidered, by pædo- 
baptiſts, as @ ſeal of intereſt in the: covenant of grace; 


but the law is not of grace. Mr: E. and quis pre- 
: aer rently ſeem r not to be agreed What it Was. 
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But ke i is right in his opinion of it; and this is the 


circumſtance that will ſhew it not to be . up- 


on a level with baptiſm,” as he afferts, p. 23. that 
if there is ſomething in baptiſm, which will by no 


means agree to infants, and therefore is 4 reaſon 


for excluding them from it, there is a ſenſe in 
which they might be conſidered as debtors to the 


85 even though not conſcious of it, or able to keep 

There is a ſmall difference between the two 
eaſes, as that faith and repentance require ſpiritual 
capacity, an illumination into the knowlege of 
Chriſt, and a reconciliation of heart to him; where- 


u dhe being debtors to the law, reſults from the 


natural allegiance of every man, to God his creator 
and ſovereign. Whether circumciſed or uncir- 


. cumciſed, that obligation would have been the 
ſame. It required no contract, or perſonal con- 


ſent, to conſtitute it; but was off as much force 
and validity, if a man refuſedrit; nor did circum- 
ciſion make or fix perſons as debtors to the law; 

it only pointed out to them what they already were. 
The Jewiſh ritual conſiſted alſo, of a burdenſome 
| yoke of ceremonies and external obſervances, which 
were compulſory on that people, ſo that the man 
who did not ftrittly comply with them, was to. be 
cut off. Whatever moral conſiderations, therefore, 


there might be, for affixing circumciſion to the male 


ſeed of Abraham, as a ſort of bridle, or preventa- 


tive, from the lewdneſs and unnatural vices of the 


heathen, fo far was it from requiring previous faith 
and repentance, that it was given to Iſhmael, who 


was thirteen years old when he was circumciſed, Gen. 


xvii. 25. and moreover was a wicked youth. Con- 
ſidering it alſo as a badge of being under the law, 


and hay law —— that the 3 miglit abound ; 


Rom, . 


— 
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Rom. v. 20. Circumciſion was nothing better than 


a token of their being ſinners, and as ſuch con- 
demned ; which is exactly the reaſoning of the 


apoſtle, Rom. ii. 25. circumciſion verily profiteth, 


f thou keep the law ; but if thou be à breaker of the 
; Fax thy Circumciſion is made uncircumciſion. He 


did not admit that any of them had kept the law, 
or that, morally ſpeaking, they were better able to 


keep it than the reſt of mankind ; but as the ſelf. 


righteous Jews of that day boaſted of circumciſion, 


as a mark of their being the peculiar favourites of 
heaven, in that, the former and following chapters, 
he proves, that Jews and Gentiles were alite under 
fin, Speaking, therefore, of circumciſion, as a 
mark of being under the law, he argues hypotheti- 
cally, that provided any one of them had kept the 
law perfectly, ſo as to obtain juſtification before 
God for it, circumciſion would have profited that 
perſon, as it would have betokened a ſinleſs cha- 
ratter ; whereas, if the law was broken by them 


(and he hints it was, in fact, by all) their circumciſion 


would not by any means ava them; it would only 


mark them as condemned; nav, fo far from avail, 
that if any uncircumciſed man could be exhibited as 

innocent, his uncircumciſion would not prevent 
his juſtification, white the circumciſed Jew was 


damned. Wher'alſo the ſame apoſtle ſays, Gal. 
v. 3. I teſtify to edery man that is circumciſed, that 


he is a debtor to do the whole law, every man, as 


born into the world, is a debtor to do the whole 
law, or be condemned for the leaſt failure of duty. 
But believers on the Lord Jeſus Chriſt are deliver- 


ed from that curſe, and that obligation. So the 
apoſtle preſumed the Galatians were. But as they 
had . from the * of the * hope, to 
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go to the law, and conſider circumciſion and keep- 


ing the law, as the condition of their intereſt in 


Chriſt, he tells them plainly, that they would find 
it impoſſible to mix legal obedience with his righte- 
ouſneſs; ſo that if they would be circumciſed, they 


would: thereby make themſelves liable, to do the 


whole law for their juſtihcation, and would come 


- ſhort of that eternal life, which is through the 


righteouſneſs of Chriſt alone; and it was for this 


reaſon that the apoſtles, Adds xv. 24. ſpoke ſo 


vehemently 3 thoſe fubverters of the diſciples 
fouls, who ordered them to be circumciſed, and to 


keep the law, as the condition of their acceptance 


with God, becauſe it ſet aſide the doctrine of free 


; jullification. But Mr. E. does not ſeem to under- 


ſtand this apoſtolic reaſoning; for theſe examples, 


of adult perſons ſinfully relapſing from Chriſt to 
the law, are the, only arguments he has brought 


for his aſſertion, that infants were, by circumciſion, 


conſidered as making themfelves reſponſible, to do 
the whole law; he might juſt as well ſay, becauſe 
| ſuperannuated perſons are ſometimes ſpoken of as 
being twice children, that, therefore, all children are 


idiots. . Thus far then he has failed in his boaſted 
charge. againſt us, of „ proving againſt evident 


truth, and ſupporting falſehood. As little does * 
ſucceed in trying his rule. 

2. On the baptiſm of Jeſus Chriſt; far though it 
be a ſact that he was baptized, and that he was a fit 
| 1050 ect, in à certain ſenſe (that is, that it was right 


ptize him) is an acknowleged truth, yet if 
1 were minded to cavil at Mr. E's reaſoning from 


hence, I might obſerye, that as. Jeſus was no ſinner, 


and fo needed no -repentance, in order to make 


3 baptiſm e to this bra he thould go 
= 1 roundly 
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E 
roundly to work, and inſiſt that infants not only 
have no repentance, but no ſin, or aptitude to ſin, 
ever to repent of; and that God conſiders them 
as being, in as immaculate a ſtate as his ſon was. 
Then he would do ſomething more to the purpoſe; 
but unleſs he do that, it will not follow, becauſe 


Jeſus, the ſpotleſs lamb of God, was baptized with- 


out repentance, and confeſſion of ſin; that, there- 
fore, infants in common, who are born in ſin, ſhould 


not have their baptiſm deferred until they are capa- 


ble of giving evidence, that they are ſenſible of 


* 


= 
— 


their ſins by nature and practice, and that they be- 
heve on the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, for ſalvation from 


ſin.— But leaving this I add, that Mr. E. in thus 


adducing the baptiſm of Jeſus without faith and re- 
pentance, to confront the direction of Jeſus, that 
he that believeth is to be baptized, while he arraigns 


the wiſdom of his judge, has been guilty of another 


{mall overſight, namely, that the direction was an 
ex poſt, facto regulation; that is, it was given ſub- 
ſequent to, and ſeveral years after, our Lord's 


baptiſm ; and therefore, if it were only what he 


thought neceſſary to be obſerved in future, and 


upon opening his kingdom, which was ſo ſoon to 


follow his departure from the world, his oun bap- 


tiſm, or the baptiſm of others before: that time, 


could not ſet aſide the abſoluteneſs of that direction, 
any more than a former Att of Parliament can ſet 


aſide a future one. Had j eſus indeed ſaid, He that 
belicueth is to be baptized, and then been himſelf 
baptized, Mr. E. with more of the appearance of 

juſtice, might have retorted it upon us, and we 


ſhould then have pleaded the peculiarity of the 


caſe, as well as that the Lawgiver might take thoſe 
Uberties, which it would not become his ſubjetts | 
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to Sede, But now, he ling not the ſhadow of a 
conſequence, from this inſtance, in favour of bap- 
tiſm without faith and repentance. The Lord 
Jeſus, when he came in the tleſh, is to be conſi- 
dered as the ſubſtitute and ſurety of his people, 
who were ſinners, and children of wrath even as 
others. As ſuch, therefore, he bound himſelf, in 
- all points, to be made like unto his brethren. As 
he came to fulfil the law perfectly in their ſtead, 
he was circumciſed at eight days old, in token of 
being made under the law, and in him and his full 
obedience of that law, the obligation of circumci- 
ſion was aboliſhed. But as the Lord's people were 
alſo to be ſeparated from the world, and to fignify 
that ſeparation by being baptized, Jeſus himſelf, 
their headand forerunner, dignified that ordinance, 
by being baptized at his entrance upon his public 
miniſtry; Ihave alſo thought (though I do not ad- 
voance it by way of argument) that as his circumci- 
ſion was in token of his ſeparation, as the Jaw- 
flulßiler in his life, ſo his baptiſm was to prefigure 
his awful ſufferings, which he deſcribes as a baptijm, 
Take xi. 50. Accordingly, i when he came to 
Juohn to be baptized, and John, ſtruck with his ap- 
pPeearance, heſitated, ſaying, < 7, a ſinner, have need 
to confeſs my fins, and be baptized of thee, who art 
without fin, who art the Lord-againſt whom fin has 
been committed, and who canſt baptize me, as the 
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ſureſt token of my being waſhed from my fins; X 
and comeſt thou to me, the pure to the impure ?” 6 
„ ſtopped him with, << fiffer it to be fo ap) now, 1? 
Jor this once; for. this. it becometh us to fulfil all . 
riglieouſneſs; and, whether this fulfilment meant, 2 
that the baptiſm of ſufferings, which-the baptiſm in 5 


| water — was to be the concluding wn” * 
1; . at 
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that righteouſneſs, or vindication of his father's 
law, he, was to accompliſh, or that he was baptized 
as an example of that ordinance, it was his will his 
people ſhould receive, and an intimation that it 
could not be unbecoming in them, ſince their Lord 
thought it becoming in himſelf, it was, from his 
own expreſs words at the time of celebration, an 
extraordinary inſtance, and the only baptiſm of the 
kind that was ever to be allowed of; ſo that, inſtead 
of being an example for the baptiſm of children 


who cannot believe and repent, I think it a pointed 


direction againſt it; for Jeſus plainly hinted, that 
it was that excluſive caſe, that ſuch another would 
never be found while the world ſtood, and he puts 
it paſt diſpute in Mark xvi. 16. that no one might 


take advantage of his baptiſm, to aſk for the or- 


dinance without profeſſing faith and repentance ; 
foreſeeing, alſo, no doubt, that ſuch writers as Mr, 
E. would make an handle of it, to bring in ſome- 
thing they eall baptiſm, where there 1s an incom- 
petence for both. View Mr. E's arguments in 
whatever way we will, they are, as he expreſſes it, 
e miſerably bad,” and his own rule ſhews him to 


prove againſt evident truth,” and ta “ ſupport | 


falſehood.” Let us now try it, 

3. On the ſalvation of infants: Mr. E's reaſon- 
ing from thence, to have force, muſt run thus; If 
the incapacity of infants, for faith and repentance, 
exclude them from baptiſm, the ſame incapacity 


mult exclude them from ſalvation ; for it is written, 


“He that believeth not ſhall be damned.” Now here 


Mr. E's haſte to become a pædobaptiſt, cauſed him 


to over-look certain conſiderations in this text, 


which would have ſet him right; as (1.) That the 


very perſons who are ſpoken of, as the ſubjects of 
Bas " 
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faich and baptiſm, or otherwiſe as condemned, are 
the very perſons, to whom the goſpel is to be 
preached; every creature, that is, every one to whom 
the goſpel can, in a rational way, be directed; and 
Mr. E. might as juſtly ſuppoſe, that infants are 
amongſt the creatures whom the goſpel is to addreſs, 
as that they are concerned in the faith, the baptiſm, 
or the oppoſite conſequences of unbelief, ſpoken 
of. As to the ſalvation of infants, the hope of 
that muſt ariſe from other texts of Scripture, not 
from this, which is confined abſolutely to thoſe. 
that can be the ſubjetts of a preached goſpel. _ 
The ſecond conſideration Mr. E. has hurried 
over is, the ſelf-evident diſtinttion to be made in 
the two caſes, between a moral and a natural inca- 
pacity for believing. It is of the moral and 1% 
incapacity, that this text ſpeaks entirely ; and as 
that relates only to grown-up, and therefore ac- 
countable creatures, a different Greek word is 
made uſe of, in the latter part of the verſe, to ex- 
preſs the net believing; it is not py T&vozc, but 
Axigioag, Which is uſed, Acts xxviii. 24. Rom. 
Ill. 3. 2 Tim. ii. 13. and other places, for an un- 
willingneſs to believe. But in infants there is a 
natural incapacity of faith, which-being of a kind 
totally different, no. fair inference can be drawn 
from the one caſe to the other; the one may be 
damned, for w:lful unbelief, the other ſaved, though 
we cannot tell kow. To be ſure, as they have not 
natural capacity, we act in agreement with our 
Lord's direction, by withholding them from bap- 
tiſm, which is an intelligent ordinance. For the 
fame reaſon allo, we withhold them from the Lord's 
Supper. But this does not affect their ſalvation, 
dying in infancy ; becauſe we do not think baptiſm 
| s 8 0 
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to be ſalvation; but a voluntary profeſſion of hav- 


ing received it. As then Mr. E. is ſo fond of 


chopping Logic, I'll preſent him with a ſyllogiſm, 
which, formed upon his own principles, p. 26. 
muſt run thus; | „ 

He that is under a w:/ful incapacity of believing, 


fo dying, ſhall be damned. 


But infants are under a natural incapacity of be- 
lieving ; | 


Therefore infants, ſo dying, ſhall be damned. 


If he can palm it upon his own mind, or upon 


ignorant and prejudiced people, that the reaſoning 
of the baptiſts leads to ſuch a conſequence, he may 


indulge his ſpleen, and his friends trumpet-about, 
the unanſwerableneſs of his book; but it requires 


only a ſmall degree of common ſenſe to diſcern, 
that the 5 proving againſt evident truth,” is his own, 
and not_imputable to the baptiſts. I ſhall not, 
therefore, detain you, with the curioſity he quotes 
from a Dr, Walker *, but proceed to the laſt appli- 
cation of his maxim, in order to prove the argu- 
ment of the baptiſts fallacious. “ Let it be tied, 
lays he, 


4. On the temporal ſubſiſtence of infants ;” and 


he argues, that if infants are not to be baptized, 


* This Gentleman's modesty is of a piece with Mr. E's 
candour. It is not the mere turn of the expression, or order 
of the words, that the baptists adhere to in this text, but 
the nature of the case that determines them, to insist upon 
faith previous to baptism. But the whole passage, with 
Mr. E's comment upon it, is so foolish, and so e 
to Scripture (which does not say, he that is not baptized, 


but he that believeth not, shall be damned) that it would 


be lost time to expose it otherwise, than that the ge- 


neral reasoning of this Letter will afford a sufficient an- 
swer. | | 
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becauſe they cannot believe and repent, neither 


are they to eat, becauſe they cannot work. But 
we have only to mention the texts he produces, 
to evince that theſe are caſes as totally foreign one 
from the other, as any two you can ſuppoſe; 
Iſaiah, i. 19. JJ ye be willing and obedient, ye ſhall 
eat the good of the land. 2 Theſſ. iii. 10. For even 
when we were among you, this we commanded you 
(a material clauſe omitted by Mr. E.) that if any 


would not work, neither ſhould he eat. His attempt 


to prove the baptiſts guilty of a fallacy from hence, 
is liable to the ſame exceptions as the laſt head. 
(1.) The baptiſts can perceive, though he does 
not, or, by leaving out part of a verſe, ill nct, 
that the perſons to whom the promiſe is made, if 


they be willing and obedient, and of whom it is ſaid, 
that they ſhould not eat if they would not work, are 


ſuch as are capable of being exhorted and com- 
manded ; and, (2.) That the incapacity of unw:/- 
l:ngneſs, in the one caſe, is entirely of a moral 
kind; they cannot, becauſe of their depravity and 
wickednels ; but the other is an incapacity of nature, 


From a defect of power to exerciſe the rational fa- 
culty, and a want of bodily ſtrength. How would 


Mr. E. apply the injunction to a man diſabled, by 
a ſtroke of -the palſy? Would he tell him, The 
apoſtle commands, that if any will not work, neither 
ſhould he eat? If he reply, „The man is under a 
natural diſability, the ſame will apply to infants; 
and if a paralytic man is entitled to food, though 
he work not, ſo is an infant; but this will not prove 
that an infant is entitled to baptiſm, at an age when 


he cannot believe; when, perhaps, he never may 
believe. After this detection of Mr. E's ſophiſtry, 


I do not think myſelf bound to follow him in his, 
— ; II. Propoſal 
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IT. Propoſal, to ſhew wherein the fallacy of 


the reaſoning of the baptiſts conſiſts ; for we have 


' ſeen, that this fallacy belongs to himſelf. No- 


thing is eaſier, after a little practice, than, pro 
forms, to turn and twilt ſyllogiſms, ſo as to make 
a man's own cauſe appear fair, and his neigh- 
bour's ridiculeus. It was the child's play of the 
ancient ſchoolmen ; and I have known a young 
boy, that could do it as well as Mr. E. His 


concluſions alſo, may ſeem to be very juſt, from 


his ſtatement of the premiſes (or rather from 
his own premiſes) but if his premiſes be them- 


{elves wrong, what mult the concluſions be? If 
formally true, they are materially falſe. I ſhall. 


leave him, therefore, to play battledoor with his 
ſyllogiſms, and ſhall not attempt, any further 


than I have, to diſprove them, becauſe I have 


a remark to make, that will more abundantly 
evince the fallacy, with which he has here con- 
ducted himſelf; I mean, that his argument is 
partly gathered from our Lord's command, I 
have mentioned already, Go ye out into all the 
world, and preach the goſpel to every creature. 


+ He that believeth, and is baptized, ſhall be faved ; 


but he that believeth not, Mall be damned; but Mr. 


E. has not taken the leaſt notice of thoſe: two 


words, EVERY CREATURE, though they are ſo 
emphatic, as to be a key to the whole, -and to 
ſhew the latitude and limitation, in which all the 
reſt of the command is to be underſtood. While 
he bas made a diſtinction of his own, of the bap- 


tiſm of adults and infants, which the text ſays 


nothing about, he has left out what the text does 
ſay. But take the words as they lie in the Bible, 


and I ſhall preſent you with a few ſyllogiſms, 
| formed 
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formed upon the plain letter of Scripture, which 
will, I hopc, ſtate their true force; ex. gr. 

1. That baptiſm, which 1s commanded to be 
preached to every creature, muſt exclude the 
preaching of any different baptiſm. 

But the baptiſm that implies faith and repent- 
ance, is commanded to be PEACHES to every 
E,. |} Creature. 
Therefore that a excludes the preach- 
ing of any different baptiſm. 

And the reaſon is obvious, that if it did not 
exclude every different baptiſm from being 
preached, not only would it admit adult perſons, 
who have no pretenſions to faith and repentance, 
and ſo defeat its own intention; but it would 
contain the principles of its own deſtruttion, 
even ſuppoſing faith and repentance were inſiſt- 
ed upon, in candidates who are grown up. For 
if infants, for inſtance, were to be baptized, 

lj there would, in a courſe of time, be ſome crea- 

il - tures, to whom we muſt not ſay, He that be- 
| lieveth, and is baptized, &c.” they having been 

baptized already; ſo that this clauſe of the text 

muſt not be preached to EvERY CREATURE, 

but left out, until, by hap-hazard, ſome perſon 

ſhould be found, that had not been baptized in 

_ infancy. Therefore, the command does not 

allow pf the leaſt exception. I am aware, how- 

ever, that Mr. E. will reply, that this ſyllogiſm 

is as much againſt the - ſalvation, as againſt the 

baptiſm of infants; and I ſhall advance another 

46S. which will lead me to explain myſelf. 

2. That ſalvation that is commanded to be preach- 

ed to every creature, excludes the preaching of 
every different idea of ſalvation : ; 
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But ſalvation, connected with faith and re— 
pentance, is commanded to be preached to 


every CYEALUTE, 


Therefore it excludes the preaching of every 


different idea of ſalvation. 
And the reaſon is manifeſt, becauſe, if it did 


not exclude the preaching of everydifferent idea, 
faith and repentance might be ſuppoſed to be un- 
neceſſary to ſalvation: juſtification by the works 
of the law might be preached, or that holineſs is 


diſpenſable, and that a man may live in fan, and 
be, at the ſame time, a ſubjett of ſalvation. | 


If Mr. E. objects here, that baptiſm is made 


as much a pre-requiſite to ſalvation, as faith and 


repentance, I deny that; for our Lord explains 
himſelf on this head, in the latter clauſe of the 


text; he does not ſay, © He that is not baptized, 
ſhall be damned; but © He that belzeveth not.” 
How far a man pretending to believe, and yet, 


(not mſtakenly, but wiifully) objetting to a re- 
quirement of Chriſt, may thereby be proved, 


Not really to poſſeſs faith i in him, but to be liable 


ta condemnation, is quite another queſtion ; but 


I am ſpeaking of them that really believe, and 
wiſh to obey, but who, from whatever cauſe 
(ſhortſightedneſs of mind, or infirmity of body) 


have it not in their power to comply with their 


Lord's requiſition ; and if Mr. E. rejoins, that 
it argues againſt the ſalvation of infants, who 


cannot believe, I anſwer, there can be no doubt 


but infants ſo dying, receive from the grace of 
God, what is equivalent to faith and repentance, 
though we cannot tell how it is infuſed ; but 


this 1s not a * ground for baptizing chem, 
were 
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| were it only for this reaſon, that we do not know 


which will, or will not, die in infancy. Muſt 


we defer it till they are dead, to be ſatisfied that 
they are actually partakers of ſalvation? 1 ſhall, 
therefore, add another ſyllogiſm: 


„That doQarine which is commanded to be 


preached to every creature, concerns only ſuch 
as have a natural capacity of underſtanding 
. 

But the doftrine of faith, conneRed with bap- 


tiſm and ſalvation, is commanded to be preach- 


ed to every ereature : 

Therefore, that doctrine concerns only ſuch 
as have a natural capacity of underſtanding it. 
And ſo infants, not being yet capable of the ex- 


4: erciſe of underſtanding, have nothing at preſent 


to do with this text; it has not the ſmalleſt rela- 
tion to them, their baptiſm, ſalvation, or dam- 
nation; it ſpeaks excluſi.ely of ſuch, as are 
properly the ſubjects of a goſpel miniſtry ; ſuch 
only as can believe; ſuch only as, believing, are 
to be baptized and ſaved; and ſuch only as, diſ- 
believing, are to be condemned; but if Mr. E. 
| ſtill objects, that this repreſentation implies the 
damnation of infants, becauſe they cannot believe, 
I will produce another ſyllogiſm, to prove the 
contrary, in his own way. 

4. He that, having the exerciſe of reaſon, 
wilfully diſbelieves the goſpel, ſhall be damned: 

But infants, ſo dying, have not the exerciſe 
of reaſon, wilfully to diſbelieve the goſpel. 

Therefore infants, ſo dying, ſhall not be 
damned. 

Or (to make an affirmative ſyllogiſm of it,) 


They 
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They who have a natural incapacity of believ- 
ing, may, fo dying, be ſaved. 

But infants have a natural incapacity of be- 
lieving. 

Therefore, infants, ſo dying, may be ſaved. 

And if he retort here, that infants, notwith- 
ſtanding this natural incapacity, may alſo be bap- 
tized, certainly they may, as they are paſſive, and 
cannot reſiſt; but not properly; becauſe that would 
contradiQ the j:r/t, ſyllogiſm I propoſed from 
this text, which ſhews baptiſm to belong pecu- 
Jiarly to them that can underſtand it; beſides that 
you will recollett, I am ſpeaking of infants, . 
dying, as ſaved, and the argument from hence, 
for baptizing in a ſtate of natural incapacity, 


would not hold, unleſs it were to baptize after - 


death, and if ſo, what would become df Mr. ,E's 
% main uſe” of infant. baptiſm, which he parades 
about in the concluſion of his book? x 
Mr. E. and his admirers may probably ſmile 
at this train of induttion, becauſe they can do 
nothing elſe. Bit as it is built upon a true in- 
terpretation of Scripture, it will hold good againſt 
ſophiſtry and raillery; nor is it for wine of 
ſatisfactory evidence againſt infant baptiſm, that 
he has deſerted the baptiſts; for, notwithſtanding 
all his hard labour to overthrow two of the many 


arguments they are poſſeſſed of, {till they ſtand 


with © undiminiſhed force,“ dei founded up- 


on a rock; and as we have ſeen (Let. I.) that 


the Scriptures * cannot favour both ſides ;*” 


and (Let. II. III.) that Chriſt's directions for 


baptiſm diſcountenance that of infants, I am 
perſuaded that the arguments for it are “ futile, 
and that it is certain the truth muſt lie on the 
5 | H other 
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other ſide; I mean on the fide of them, who 


only baptize ſuch as profeſs faith and repent- 
ance, 


I am your's, &c. 


LETTER IV. 


Mr. EDWARDS's Arguments on the Side of 
Infant Baptiſm. 


D EAR SIX, 


AD Mr. Peter Edwards overturned the 
two only arguments he will allow the bap- 
tiſts to have againſt infant baptiſm, ſtill, accord- 
ing to his own account, he would have done 
nothing to eſtabliſh it; that proof would yet 


have remained to be made good. But as we 


have ſeen, that the arguments of the baptiſts are 
ſo ſolid, ſcriptural, and impregnable, that he has 

not, even with his ſyllogiſtical artillery, prevail- 
ed againſt one of them, you will judge of what 
force his arguments for infant baptiſm mult be; 

that the whole (built, as he confefſes, upon 
analogy entirely) are founded upon chimerical 
principles, and contradictory to the definition 
of a poſitive inſtitute. But, as I ſuppoſe, we 
muſt follow him, what I have already explained, 
—nay, explanations he has himſelf unwarlly 
| helped 
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helped me to, will pave the way for a full 
reply. It is remarkable that Mr. E. aſſerting, 
that the baptiſts have only two arguments againſt 
infant baptiſm, his own arguments for it are 
exactlyj two, His firſt runs thus: 
God has conſtituted in his church the member- 


ſhip of infants, and admitted them to it by a reli- 


gious rite,“ each clauſe making a diſtin& head. 
On the 

I. Of theſe heads 1 obſerve, that he has not 
attempted to produce any © church memberſhip 
of infants,” prior to Abraham; none in the days 


of Adam; or of Abel, to whom the Lord had 


reſpect and-to his offering (I wonder he did not 
tell us that the fir/llings of his flock meant 


his children) none in the days of Seth, when 
men began to. call upon the name of the Lord; 


none in the days of Enoch, who walked with 


God, nor in the days of Noah, who built an ark 
to the ſaving of himſelf and his houſe; nay, 
none in the caſe of Lot, the kinſman of Abra- 
ham, who went with him. It 1s extraordinary, if 
circumciſion were of that eminence, that Lot 
had no ſuch diſtinguiſhing ſign, nor did he inſiſt 
upon its adminiſtration to his ſons-in-law- in 
Sodom, as a pre-requiſite to their marrying his 


daughters, as Jacob did, if Shechem married 


Dinah. All the proof of this church-member- 


ſhip of infants then, is confined to the ſeed of 


Abraham after the fleſh, and did not commence, 
till about two thouſand years after the creation. 
Other godly people and their ſeed, prior to and 


cotemporary with that patriarch, were not com- 
prized in it. 
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In order to inveſtigate the matter further alſo, 
it will be neceſſary to examine the meaning of 
the word Church, when applied to the children 
of Iſrael. Once, and once only, in our tranſla- 
tion of the Bible, it is uſed in reference to them; 
I mean Adds vii. 38. The church in the wilder- 
neſs. But it is well known, that the Greek word 
£4Xayoiz, in the Old T eſtament, ſignifies only the 
congregation, and is ſo tranſlated, without any 
relation to religious matters at all, and that this 
alſo is the meaning of the Hebrew word ſo ren- 
dered. How our tranſlators were induced to call 
it Church, in Stephen's ſpeech, is readily ac- 
counted for. They wiſhed to inſinuate, that 
the Jewiſh polity was a national church, and that 
the Chriſtian church ought to be ſo, in hke 
manner as, to favour their feaſts and feſtivals, 
and lead people to think them ſcriptural, they 
called the Paſſover, Eaſter, Acts xii. 4. This 
Greek word, therefore, might be applied to Iſrael 
as a body-politic, without regard to them as 
ſtanding in a religious capacity, and ſtill leſs as 
ſtanding in that * ſpecial relation” to God, which 
the “ viſible church” under the goſpel does; 
for the viſible church conſiſts of ſuch as are ve- 
puted, at leaſt, to be called of God, and to be- 


long ſpiritually to Chriſt, whether they are really 


ſo or not, and this the children of Irael, as a 
People, had no pretenſions to, however a amber 
of godly individuals among them had. I do not 
mean to deny, that they were, in a lower ſenſe, 
profeſſors of religion, or that they had ordinances 
and inſtitutions, Which, coming from God, and 
Þindins on them by him, might fo far, be ſaid 
to be religious (for a compliance with every 


duty | 
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duty he commands, whether it be of worſhip to 
himſelf, or of juſtice to our fellow-men 1s, in that 


view, an act of religion) but there is this vaſt diſ- 
proportion between the [ew1ſh ritual, and the ordi- 


nances of the Chriſtian- church, that the former 
conſiſted of a worldly ſanctuary and carnal ordinan- 
ces, Heb. ix. 1. 10. the latter, as Mr. Booth, ob- 


ſerves, „of a worſhip purely, and for purpoſes en- 
tirely ſpiritual.” The former, therefore, are called 


worldly and carnal to ſhew, that, whatever figura- 


tive or alluſive meaning they had, and which a few 


underſtood, yet, as uſed by the people in common, 
they had nothing of a ſpiritual nature in them, nor 


Vas any ſpiritual capacity neceſſary in order to their 


celebration; but they were impeſed on them, i. e. 
they were obliged, by law, to comply with them, 


on pain of outward puniſhments. Dr. Guyfe, on the 


above text, expreſſes my meaning with a degree of 


accuracy; that even their ſacrifices, which were 
moſt likely to be deemed exerciſes of a religious, or 


ſpiritual nature, «+ availed for the purifying of the 


Hel from ceremonial defilement (ver. 13.) and for 
taking off the temporal puniſhment, that /frael's fins 
- expoſed them to, as they were members of the civil 
community, under God as their polilical Kang ;” 
adding, in a note to the above place, „They were 


a proper atonement for political guilt, which was 


contracted by tranſgreſſing the laws of the Theocracy, 


under the formal notion of the laws of God's civil 
government, as the King of Iſracl. Accordingly, 


when any one had defrauded another of his pro- 
perty, he was to reſtore it in full value, and bring 


his treſpaſs offering to the Lord ;” and if this was the 


primary, and moſt obvious meaning even of their 


. ſacrifices, as pratliſed by the peoplę at large, we 


THO 
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may from thence infer, of what nature their profeſ- 
ſion of religion was, and how different from the 
proper ſpirituality of the church of Chriſt, Dr. 

Doddridge is yet more explicit upon this place, that 
the Moſaic facrifices were * merely to make the of- 
fender's peace with the government under which he 
ten was; to furniſh him with a pardon pleadable 
_ againſt any proſecution, which might be commenced 
againſt him in their courts of juſtice, or any excluſion 
from the privilege of drawing near to God, as one 
externally at peace with him, in the ſolemnities of 
his temple worſhip.” 

If we would form a juſt notion of the Moſaic 
diſpenſation, we muſt keep this external view, 
diſtin from any myſtical or ſpiritual interpretation 
it might have, becauſe it was according to this carnal 
and worldly ſenſe, made uſe of by Iſrael as a na- 
tion. It related, ſays Dr. Doddridge, in the pe- 
culiarities of it, not to the views of another life, nor 
he ſublimeſt means of preparing for it; but conſiſt- 
ed only, v. 10. in the diſtinction between different 
kinds of meats and drinks, and different baptiſms or 
waſhings, and carnal ordinances, &c.“ Mr. Booth, 
and Mr. Keach, then might freely grant, that “ chil- 

_ dren were cd members of that ſort of church,” 
becauſe, to be that, and to be members of the ſtate, 
under God their civil governor, were one and the 
ſame thing; but Mr. E. will not tell all they ſay in 
the paſſages quoted, nor diſtinguiſh between the 
, beggarly elements of the Jews, and the “ refined 
gold” of the Chriſtian church. We have ſeen that 
circumciſion was adminiſtered to grown. up perſons, 
without the leaſt enquiry as to inward piety. The 
people were, by terror of law, not by goſpel per- 


ſuaſion, — to ug to that and other rites. 
I rend 
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I read of circumciſion, and the other ceremonies, 


being called a yoke, Acts xv. 10. and a bondage too 
intolerable to be borne. I do not remember any 
place where they are deleribed-as ſpiritual privileges. 
They might even mark that nation, as in a nearer 
relation to God than any other nation then upon 


the carth, (forthe nations around were idolators) and 


et might be carnal, compared with the ordinances 
of the Chriſtian church. I have no doubt that, 
for Abraham their father's ſake, God favoured 
that people above all families then in the world, 


and that with them was the. true worſhip of God, 


in the feeble and imperfect ſtate in which it was 


then carried on; but we are now enquiring, whe- _ 
ther the form of a * religious ſociety“ (as Mr. E. 


calls it) among the Iſraelites, did, in any reſpect, 
reſemble what we are taught, from the New Teſta- 
ment, to conceive of the church of Chriſt, or 
whether it did not materially and eſſentially differ 
from it. If all the nation indiſcriminately, the 
godly and ungodly alike, were conſidered as mem- 
bers, nor any thing except death, no crime or miſ- 
demeanour, could diſſolve that memberſhip, then 
might infants, as ſoon as born, partake of ſuch 
memberſhip; but the New Teſtament does not 
ſpeak of all men indiſcriminately, nor all in a nation 
forwardly denominated Chriſtian, as members of 


_ Chriſt's viſible church; but that it ought to conſiſt 


only, of ſuch as are called by grace, and that care 
ſhouid be taken by the church, to admit none but 
thoſe, who from a credible profeſſion, may be pre- 
ſumed to be Chriſtians indeed. Infants, therefore, 
have no title to the ordinances of that church, until 
it ſhall appear probable, that they are the called of 
ood, and they are at age to afford evidences, ON 
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this is the caſe. In ſhort, the viſibility of the 
worldly church, or congr egation, under the law, might 
include all. the nation of Iſracl, and yet the {prritual 
ehurch of Chriſt, under the zolpel; contam only the 
true circumciſion; ſo that a denial of the memberſhip 
of infants in the Chriſtian church, is no abridgment 
of privilege that infants ever had. : 

But Mr. E. in order to eſtabliſh his point, quotes 
the declaration of God to Abraham, Gen. xvii. 7. 
& [will be a God to thee, and thy ſ.ed after thee. 
And here I oblerve, that he is guilty of a very 
great inconſiſtency. The common method of argu- 
ment from this text, erroneous as it is, runs thus: 
God promiſed to believing Abraham, that he 
would be a God to him and kis natural ſeed, there- 
fore, by analogy, it is preſumed, that God promiſes 
to every believer, in future ages, to be a God to 
him and his ſeed after him, and therefore, as the 
natural ſeed of Abraham was circumciſed, ſo ought a 
believer's children now to be baptized.” This is a fair 
ſtatement of the common argument from this text; 
and to determine what children are entitled to bap- 
tiſm, the buſineſs is to be ſatisfied concerning the 
reality of the parents faith; for, as Mr. Henry ob- 
ſerves, in his Treatiſe on Baptiſm, p. 223. © their 

children cannot have higher or greater privileges 
than themſelves, as the ſtreams cannot nfe higher 
than the ſpring ;” and if this ſtrain of reaſoning is not 
adhered to (while it would limit the number of 
children to about the one third part of what now 
are ſaid to be baptized, as, comparatively, the real be- 


hevers are always the few, yet) this text, upon 


which, as its chief ſoundation, infant baptiſm reſts, 
muſt be abandoned. 1 have, accordingly, ſeen ſome 


able * * in the Prot- "_ Diſſenter's 


Magazine, 


4 


bes BE. BE ne 


E 

Magazine, concerning the neceſſity that thoſe who 
bring their children to baptiſm, ſhould, themſelves, 
make a poſitive profeſſion of their faith, by going to 
the Lord's Supper. But Mr. E. levels all diſtinc- 
tions; breaks down all boundaries; cuts and flaſhes, 


and uſes his own friends, with as little ceremony as 
he does the baptiſts; the faith or unbelief of the 


parents has, with him, nothing to do with the right of 
the children to baptiſm; he means * any infants, for 


he takes them all indefinitely,” p. 88. and yet, when he 


comes with his Scripture proof, he brings the declara- 
tion to Abraham, « I will be a God to thee, and 


thy ſeed after thee.” I do not wonder at hearing, 


that the ſenſible part of his pzdobaptiſt friends are 
diſſatisſied with this work; for I think there is ſub- 
Rantial reaſon for their diſcontent. But waving this 
ſaying and unſaying, as Mr. E. will have it, that 
the above declaration is expreſſive of a ſpiritual re- 
lation which the Lord ſtood in, to the ſeed of Abra- 
ham after the fleſh, I have the authority of Scrip- 
ture for aſſerting, that the words, „I will be a God 
to thee, and thy ſeed after thee,” had 2 two-fold 
meaning; that in one view they related to Abra- 
ham's natural ſeed in the line of Iſrael, and ſignified, 

that he would take them under his care, give them 
the land of Canaan for a poſſeſſion, and proſper 
them as long as they were outwardly obedient ; ſo 


it is explained, Jerem. xi. 4. 5. but that the other 


related to his ſpiritual ſeed, and to them only, i. e. 
to all true believers, whethes of his natural ſeed or 
not, and whether circumciſed or not) and this was 
to be their God, on account of their relation to 


_ Chriſt the promiſed ſeed, and comprehended all 
the bleſſings of grace and glory, as well as their 
lubſiſtence i in this world. The apoſtle makes this 
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diſlinction, Gal. iti. 1 6. Now to Abraham and his feed 


were the promiſes made. He ſaith not, and to ſceds as of 
many, 2. e. of the natural ſeed; but as of one, and 


to thy feed, which is Chriſt, Therefore he adds, v. 
29. If ye be Chriſt's, then are ye Abraham's ſeed, and 
Meir, according to the promiſe. 


But Mr. E. confounds theſe two wake, applying 


that to the natural, which is only true of the ſpiri- 
tual, and by this miſcepreſentation ſtrives to make 


out, that infants, under the law, were related to God, 
in the ſame manner that his profeſſing people are 


under the goſpel, and that infants now are entitled, 
and that « indefinitely,” to a participation of goſpel 


ordinances, in common with believers on the ſon of 


God. It might be aſked, therefore, Whether, 


upon the principle, that + God had an equal regard 


to adults and infants, in the above declaration,” 
infants have not an equal right, with believers, to 


the Lord's Supper? and proved that this conſe- 
quence will as juſtly follow as that of baptiſm; 
nay, I will go further, that perſons judging them- 


- ſelves to have been „ regularly chriſtianized,” by 


baptiſm in their infancy, are thereby lead to think, 
that they have a right, of courſe, to the Lord's 
Supper, be their religious and moral character what 


it may. Being frequently called upon to viſit ſick 
and dying people, i in London and the country, I have 


een repeatedly aſked, to give them the ſacra- 
ment, which when J declined, all my explanations 
had no avail; why? They thought that having 


been initiated, by baptiſm, into the church, they 
had a right to all the comforts, privileges and ordi- 
nances of that church; and that if they had been 
wicked in their lives, chit very deſire of the ſa- 


crament was a token. of their repentance, and that 
they 


Ie 


they ſhould have it; and much more if moral and 


ſober, and people who had kept regularly to their 
church; nor can J ſee but, judging as they did, 


their concluſion was right. The church of Rome 
carries this notion to a ſtill greater height. But 
how would the goſpel be the tme of reformation, if 
theſe practices were embodied in the Chriſtian wor- 


ſhip? Or, how would our Lord's words to the 
woman of Samaria be verified, John iv. 23. The 
hour cometh, and now is, when the true worſſMuppers 
ſhall worſhip the Father in Spirit and truth ; for the 


Father ſeeketh ſuch to worſhip him? I can readily 


perceive how baptiſm upon a folemn profeſſion of 


faith and experience, may be the means. of diſtin- 
guiſhing between thoſe worfhippers and others; 


but infant baptiſm, inſtead of being of the uſe Mr. 
E. would inſinuate, makes no ſuch diſtinction, on 
the contrary, it is an inlet to the irregularity I 
ſpoke of, and a thouſand more, to the nouriſhment 


of pride,  ſelf-righteouſneſs and indolence, and to 
the endangering of ſouls. No doubt, as obſerved, 


the Jewiſh ceremonies were typical of ſome ſpiritual” 
ſubjects; and the really godly in Iſrael, might ſee 
a little of their ſpiritual meaning; but as all the 
people, without exception, were obliged to comply: 
with thoſe ceremonies, and there is no ſuch un- 


reſerved and unqualified injunQion, reſpecting 


goſpel ordinances, we learn, that people may be 

admitted to the type, who have no intereſt in the 
things typified, nor right to the ſpiritual commemo- 
ration of them. So the apoſtle ſaid, Heb. xiii. 10. 
We have an altar, whereof they have no Tight to eat, 
which ſerve” the tabernacle, So the Jews were all 


commanded to keep the Paſſover, When only the 


true Iſraelites are admiſſible to the Lord's Supper; 
Let a man examine himſelf, and fo let him eat 5 r. | 
| | | | „„ red 
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bread * drink of that cup. 3 threatening to the 
Jews, of every character, was, that if they did not 
eat the Paſſover, they might expect judgment; the 
threatening reſpecting the Lord's Supper is, that if 
any do eat unworthily, he eateth to himſelf judg- 
— The terms in the one are abſolute, in the 
other qualified; and vith good reaſon, for the 
former (as celebrated by Iſrael in common) re- 
ferred ſimply to their ſalvation in Egypt, and de- 
parture out of it, though we are taught, by the New 
Teſtament, that it was deſigned to have a ſpiritual] re- 
ference to the Lord Jeſus Chriſt ; the latter refers 
ſolely and entirely to him. Thoſe perſons, there- 
fore, might partake of the former, who ſaw no ſpi- 
ritual inſtruction in it; but it is expreſsly ordained, 
that no one ſhall partake of the latter, who is not 


able to diſcern the Lord's body in it. Theſe reflec- 


tions may convince of the diſſimilarity of the diſ- 
penſations, and lead to this further concluſion, that 
Iſrael, after the fleſh, might have the carnal or- 
dinance of circumciſion, when only the ſpiritual 
people of God ought to partake of the ſpiritual or- 
dinance of baptiſm. Mr. E. rates too highly alſo, 
whatit wasto — called the childrenof ! the covenant,” 
and the children of the kingdom ;” for the former 
is eaſily explained, conſiſtently with the principles 

I have laid down, and the latter is a mere ſneer of 


dur Lord's to the Phariſees, who arrogated to them- 


ſelves, that they were the children of the kingdom. 
He did not allow. they were ſuch (any otherwiſe 
than that he tells them, the kingdom of God was 
come unto them, Mat. xii. 28.) So far from it, 
that he ſaid to one of the beſt of them, *« Thou art 
not far from the kingdom of God,” Mark xii. 34. 
1 8 feel, he Was; were the children of the king- 
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dom, Mat. xiii. 38, not the Jews after the fleſh, as 

+ ſuch: But as they had that proud opinion of them- 
ſelves, he told them, Mat. viii. 12. that whatever 
title they might give themſelves, names would not 
ſave them (any more than the flattering name of 
Chriſtian will now ſave) but they would be caſt in- 

40 outer darkneſs. Mr. E. is miſtaken alſo when 

A he ſays, that “ the rite of circumciſion being per- 
- formed, the circumciſed was preſented to the Lord; 
V and this to ſignify a public entering into church fellow- 
- ſhip,” for the preſentment was a conliderable time 
8 after, and unconnected with the circumciſion; and 
further, it was only the fir/t-born ſon that was thus 
: preſented, as an expreſſion alſo of thanks for the 
, Lord's ſparing the firſt-born of Iſrael, when he de- 
5 ſtroyed thoſe of the Egyptians, Exod. xin. g. 
- Numb. iii. 13. not to ſignify any entrance into 
. church: ſellowſhip. That is an ingenious invention 
t of Mr. Es. But he was not aware that, by that 
- means, he made the f:r/t-born of Iſrael only, to be 
| in his church-fellowſhip. And there is another 
"RE fatal miſtake in this argument, that all he ſpeaks of 
, the church-memberſhip of infants, relates only to 
the males of Iſrael. Whatever that memberſhip 
I conſiſted in, there is not one particular that will 
& - apply to females, or ſhew that they were members 

— of this «+ viſible church.“ So that when, 

- II. He tells us, that “ infants, in order to viſible 
memberſhip, were the ſubjetts of a religious rite,” 
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- 2. e. of circumciſion, I aſk him, were the females, 
5 or were they not, in this viſible church ſtate and 
„ | fellowſhip? If not, then about one half of the chil. 
t dren of Iſrael were excluded from it; if they were 
5 in it, then circumciſion was not an initiating rite, 


for they were not ſo initiated, nor had any equivalent 


E 00} 

ceremony, nor do we read, that they were ever 
preſented to the Lord. It is a vain ſhift for him to 
reply, as he does, p. 49, that this difference (be- 
tween the Jewiſh and Chriſtian diſpentations) 
& does not imply a removing or changing of any 
thing, but merely that of adding;” I do not aſk 


what the caſe is now, but were the women former}y 


in church communion or not? Under his t ar- 
gument, p. 38. he will have all infants in this mem- 
berſhip ; under his ſecond, p. 49. he confeſſes, that 


only the males were in it. Either he does not un- 
derſtand what he writes about, or this church-fel- 


lowſhip was a very confined affair. Was 1t from 
hence that the -Mahometans argue, that women have. 
no ſouls? If God might, for his own pleaſure, con- 
fine his viſible church under the Old Teſtament to 
males, to the excluſion of females, why may he 
not, under the ſpiritual ceconomy of the New, 


confine it to them that believe, whether male or 


female? Has he not a right to do the one, as much 
as the other? And is not this the moſt merciful 
idea of the matter, that he does not now exclude 
from his ordinance, females who believe, but in- 
fants only, who have no capacity of believing, 
whom the ordinance cannot profit in their ſtate of 
nonage, who, if they die, will be ſaved without it, 


and who, if they live, may be admitted as ſoon as 


it ſhall appear to be of any benefit to them? Ana- 
logy will avail nothing here; it will be of no force 
to ſay, © Infants were admitted formerly, and there- 


fore, muſt now,” for if God thought proper to ex- 
clude one half of the nation from a particular rite, | 


he may now, if he pleaſes, put matters upon a dif- 
ferent footing, and give {|iritual people only, ad- 


miſſton to his ordinances; ; for, as. Mr, E. alledges, 
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p. 8. „ It little becomes ſuch creatures as we are, 
to lay down rules by which he ſhall proceed. To 
ſuch who thus aſſume, it may properly be ſaid, 

Who hath known the mind of the Lord, or who 
hath been his counſellor ?” Rather we ought to ſay, 
£v.n fo Father, for fo it feemed good in thy fight. — 
But, I allow, this is merely ad hominem, and argu- 
ing upon Mr. Es ſuppoſition of a ſpiritual church- 
memberſhip under the law. When. he undertakes 
to prove < that circumciſion was a eig, rite,” 

there is ſomething that I muſt explain upon, and 
ſomething, perhaps, that I muſt deny. If by a 
religious rite he means, that being commanded, 

obedience to every one of God's commands is a 
duty, and, as done to him, is an att of religion, I 
have already given my ſentiments on that head; the 
apoſtle ſpeaks of ſervants and flaves, doing cheir 
work heartily, as to the Lord, not to men, and 
mentions it as an att of religion; but if by a religious 
rite, Mr. E. means, that circumciſion was an act of 
religious worſhip, I deny that poſition. We do not 


find from Scripture, that there was one inſtituted 


ceremony, that could, properly ſpeaking, be called 
religious, attending its adminiſtration. No one was 
circumciſed in the name of the Father, the Son, 
and the Holy Ghoſt. It was not neceſſary that a 
prieſt, or miniſter of religion, ſhould perform it, 


tor Moſes's wife, with a ſharp ſtone, and in a violent 


paſſion, circumciſed her ſon, Ex. iv. 25. To ſhew 
that it was not a proper act of religious worſhip, 
even in the opinion of the Jews, who, in our Lord's 

time, made ſo great a boaſt of it, we may recur. to 
his words, John vii. 23. They blamed him for 
healing a man on the ſabbath- day; he retorted, that 
925 circumciſed a man on che ſabbath· day, that the 
lau 


— 


* 
3 * — F — 
2 
2 a, + FI K pete 2 a» 


_ ; 
wes An — — gon 19 
A ie Fant 


V—_— 


bi 7 N 
N Wt * 


„ Ret oy, DD NTT, 893 3 RNs 


j 


D 


— oL5IN 


mn Err ute Hens oe HR 
— F 


2 


1 641 


law of Moſes might not be broken ; and the force of 


his argument is this, that if, becauſe dhe law of Moſes 
ordained (perhaps for fome phyſical reaſon) that the 
cCircumciſion ſhould be poſitively upon the eighth 
day after the birth, they circumciſed a man on the 
 fabbath, when it happened to be the eighth day, 
though it was not an att ſo proper for that day, if it 
could have been avoided, there could be no fin in 
his healing a man with a word, and without any 
attion at all, on that day. But would he have 
argued thus, if circumciſion had been an act of de- 
votion? And is it conceivable, that the apoſtle Paul 


would have ridiculed it by the title of the Conciſ 1 on, 
Pͤhil ii. 2. if it had been an act of ſolemn worth 


ip? 
Does it not prove, that he looked upon it as nar ff 
and done away in Chriſt, who fulfilled the law; and 
that it was contemptible in compariſon of the pure 
and ſpiritual ordinances of the goſpel? But in what 
follows Mr. E. inſiſts, that it was as truly a religious 
ordinance, as baptiſm and the Lord's Supper; nay, 
he puts it upon a level with them; and as he en- 
_ upon this topic, p. 41. let us conſider i it with 
him, 
1. * In its inſtittition.” « It was, he tells us, A 
token of God's covenant with Abraham, in which 
he promiſed to be a God unto him, and his ſeed 
after him; a promiſe that we have already explain- 


ed, p. 57. But would you not think, according to 


Mr. E. that the natural feed of Abraham, as ſuch, 
were, and the Jews now actually are, in the cove- 
nant of grace ?!—that Abraham being a faint, his 
poſterity, at leaſt in the line of Jacob, were conſi- 


dered as ſaints ?—and that, being in the covenant 


of grace, from which they could never fall, the 


pes of Canaan was an «+ appendage” to the ſpiritual 
blethngs 
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bleſſings of that covenant, and given to Abraham, 
(Who, by the way, never inherited a ſingle foot of 
land in it, except what he bought for a burying- place, 
Gen. xxiii. 16. Heb. xi. 9.) and to his ſeed, to 


& help the ſaints through the world ?” all which is 
ſo groſs a perverſion of fact, and ſo contrary to 
common ſenſe, that he, ſurely, muſt think the 
people to whom he wiſhed to recommend himſelf, 
prepared to ſwallow any barefaced aſſertion, that 
ſeemed to make for circumciſion's being a devo- 


tional duty, and, in the long run, to make for in- 
fant baptiſm. How came any of the Jews to be 


loſt, as being of their father the devil, if they were 


thus in the covenant of grace? And why does he 


quarrel with Mr. Booth for ſaying, circumciſion 
was a token of intereſt “ in temporal bleſſings, if 
the inſtitution denoted a grant of Canaan, « for 


temporal ſubſiſtence ?” But this is not all the per- 


plexity. 3 | 
2. He views circumciſion, “ in its application, 
under the threefold notion, of a “ token, a ſign, and 


a ſeal,” and in all, he diſcovers himſelf to be equally 


uninſtructed. His view of it “ as a token,” is a 
mere repetition of what he had ſaid before. As a 
ſign,” he ſays, it “ denotes the grace of God on 


the heart, whereby it is enabled to love God;” and 


one would think his meaning to be, that all the cir- 
cumciſed, of courſe, had this grace, to enable them 
to fulfil that duty. Yet he allows, much more con- 
ſiſtently, p. 22. that circumciſion was a badge of 


being „under the law ;” and in that view, as al- 


ready explained, it might be a mark of legal obliga- 
tion to love God, but not of grace to enable ſo to 


do; nor do the texts he brings forward, maintain 
any ſuch doctrine; for Deut. xxx, 6. hints at the 
| 21.09 K inefficacy 
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1 
inefficacy of the fleſhly circumciſion, in its mean- 
ing, to betoken any method whatever, whereby 
the ſoul might be enabled to love God; and fo, 
indeed, as a mark of being under the law, it muſt, 
for the Jaw 25 weak through the fleſh, Rom. viii. 3. 
The only inſtruction, therefore, that the outward 
circumciſion could give was, that the ſoul was 
legally bound to be holy, to do the whole law, 
without affording the leaſt help in the matter, 
whereas, the circumciſion here ſpoken of, is that 


made without hands, the great change which the 


grace of God, by the goſpel, effects in. the hearts 


of them that believe, and who are brought from 


being under the law, to be under grace; it brings 
forgiveneſs of fins, and ſtrength. to glorify God. 
So that the tuo. circumciſions, inſtead of being 
fynonimous and collateral, are op poſite in their 
meaning, and are ſo treated of, in all the texts 
Mr. E. produces; for Rom. ii. 28, 29. expreſsly 
makes. a diſtindtion, between the outward circum- 
ciſion in the fleſh, and the inward, and ſays, that 
the outward 1s not circumciſion, 2. e. it would never 
point to the means of enabling to love God; but he 
25 @ Jeu, which is one inwardly ; and circumciſion 15 
that of the heart, in the ſpirit, and not in the letter, 
whoſe praiſe is nct of men, as the Jews boaſted of 
their circumciſion, but of God. Phil. iii. 3. de- 
clares the ſame truth. The true circumciſion, the 
apoſtle ſays, is what God teaches, by the goſpel, even 
to worſhip God in the ſpirit, to rejoice in Chriſt Jeſus, 
and have no confidence in the fleſh ; but that which 
Was outward, was the conciſion, and amounted to 

nothing higher than legal obligation. Neither 1 is it 
any where called a ſeal, to lignify its application to 


the * of faith, i. e. the righteouſneſs of 


Chriſt, 
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Chriſt, « by which men are juſtified;” for that 
text, Rom. iv. 11. as it is conſtantly brought, in 
ſupport of this notion, is entirely a perverſion of 
Scripture. The apoſtle does not ſay, that circum- 
ciſian was given to Abraham, as a feal of the righte- 
ouſneſs of hs faith, in this ſenſe, that it was a token 
of his being a juſtified man, or to point out the 
method of his juſtifi cation, but that he having been 
already juſtified, while in uncircumciſion, by the 
witneſs of the ſpirit in his heart, and circumciſion 


commanded bim, as a trial of his faith, ke received, 


i. . complied with, the ſign of circumciſe on, though 
a ſelf-denying duty; and therefore this compliance 
was a feal of the righteouſneſs, the truth and reality 

of his faith, as it is deſcribed in John iii. 33. that 
8 that bath received Chriſt's teſtimony, hath ge, to 
hs feal that God is true, and declared of Abraham, 
that he was, in a ſenſe, Juſti ſied by his works, though. 


not before God, but the reality of his righteouſneſs 


was made mänifeſt, by the implicitneſs of his obe- 


dience to whatever God enjoined him. I am per- 


ſuaded, that if the chapter be well conſidered, this 
will be found to be the import of the apoltle s rea- 
ſoning - and, therefore, that circumciſion in itſelf 
had not, even to Abraham, an evangelical mean- 


ing; and that it had none to his ſeed, all the New 


Teſtament witneſſes, for it ſpeaks of it, expreſsly 


and uniformly, as belonging to the law, which was 


fulfilled in Chriſt, and we are delivered from by 
bim. 
3. Mr. E. conſidering it in its connexion,” be- 


trays a like unacquaintedneſs with Scripture. To 


be ſure, Iſrael had the oracles. of God committed to 
them, Rom. iii. 3. but he ſhould have told us all the 
ville lad; that this was the ci, matter that could 
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be called a benefit from it. This text is ann 
proving circumciſion to be tantamount to baptiſm, 
that it ſets every advantage below that one, of hav- 
ing the outward cuſtody of the ſacred oracles. There 
might be phyfical advantages, and advantages poli- 
tical, but as to religious ones, this was the prin- 
cipal ; and I can readily underſtand how the Lord, 
having favoured them as a nation for Abraham's 


fake, and given them circumciſion, as an external 


ſeparation from the heathen (though ſome of the 


heathens imitated it) and a badge of their being un- 


der his law, not the laws and cuſtoms of the ſur- 
rounding Gentiles, put his oracles, by degrees, into 
their hands, to fulfil his own purpoles, of keeping 
up a ſeed among them for the glory of his name, 
and of leading theſe to ſee, that as the law entered, 
and circumciſion was impoſed, to'teach that the of- 
fence abounded. Rom. v. 20. but afforded no help, 
his oracles might inſtruct, that where ſin abounded, 
grace much more abounded. But that will not prove 
circumciſion to have pointed to this abounding of 
grace. So far from it, that Paul deſcribes their 
caſe, before faith came, as kept under the law, and 
Shut up, Gal. iii. 23. What Mr. E. ſpeaks further, 
of its connexion *< with the promiſes,” ariſes from 
a miſunderſtanding of Rom. xv. 8. Fefus Chri/t 
was a miniſter of the circumciſion, for the truth of 
God, to confirm the promiſes made unto the fathers ; 
_ the plain interpretation of which is, that as the Jews 


in general were frequently called the circumciſion, 


Gal. ii. 9. Col. iv. 11. Tit. i. 10. “ as a mark of 
carnal deſcent,” p. 40. So, to ſignify that our Lord, 

after the fleſn, came of the feed of Abraham, it was 
faid, that he came of the circumciſi on; not that 


circumciſion itſelf had any connexion with the con- 
firmation 
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firmation of the promiſes; though were we to allow, 
that he came a miniſter, or ſervant, of circumciſion 
itſelf, for the truth of God, and to confirm the pro- 


miſes, the meaning could only be, that he, having 


taken upon him the form of @ ſervant, Phil. ii. 7. 
and being made under the law, Gal. iv. 4. received 
circumciſion, in token of his obligation perfealy 


to fulfil the law, and ſo to make known God's 


truth, his juſtice and faithfulneſs, and to confirm 
the promiles, which are in him, yea, and in him 
amen, 2 Cor. i. 20. not in circumciſion ; that ſtill 
more evidently appears to be merely of legal figni- 
fication; and I cannot better paraphraſe the text 
in the Romans, than in Dr. Doddridge's words, As 
he was a Jew by birth, he received circumciſion 
himſelf, in token of his obligation to obſerve the law ; 
and confined his perſonal miniſtry, according to 


what he himſelf declared concerning the limitation 


of his embaſſy (Mat. xv. 24.) to the loſt ſheep of 
the houſe of Iſrael. And this was for the illuſtra- 
tion of the /ruth, and fidelity of God, to confirm, 


and verify the promiſes, ſo long ſince made to Abra- 


ham, and the other fathers of that nation.” Laſtly, 
Mr. E. comes to the point, and tells us, that cir- 


cCumciſion „ ſtands on a level,“ and is of the ſame 


religious kind with baptiſm,” and for this he pretends 
to quote Col. ii. 11, 12. But that text does not 


ſpeak one ſyllable, of the legal or fleſhly circumci- 
ſion, which was performed with hands, but of the 


inward work of goſpel-ſanQification, which is 
wrought without hands. This, indeed, he ſays, bap- 


tiſm is an emblem of, becauſe it ſignifies the being 
quickened and riſen with Chriſt, through faith of 


God's operation, and the force of this argument 
will not make for infant baptiim, but confine bap: 
9 9 . tiſm 
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tiſm to them that have the faith ſpoken of. o has 
Mr. E. failed in ſhewing, that circumciſion was 
equivalent to baptiſm and the Lord's Supper. The 
only proof he has ſucceeded in (except that he has 
very low ideas of the two latter ordinances) 1 18, that 
circumciſion implied an obligation to a conformity 
to the commands of that diſpenſation it was appointed 
for; and ſo it did; for that and the other ceremomes, 
we have ſeen, were impoſed by law, as a yoke upon 
all ranks; but that will not prove it to be a devo- 
tional rite. Neither did it, of tf, oblige to a 
conformity to religion, but marked the people as 
already obliged, by nature, and by their connexion 
with the family of Ifrael, to conform to what ? To 
the duties of the worldly ſanctuary, and to the 
carnal ordinances we mentioned before, and to obry 
the law perfecliy, for their juſtification before God. 
Now, if the duties obliged to were carnal and legal, 
ſo was the mark of obligation, and as the duties 
were binding on people though worldly and carnal, 
ſo might perſons of that deſcription properly receive 
the token of that obligation, and infants among the 
Teſt, whereas baptiſm : and the Lord's Supper, being 
purely evangelical, are only obligatory, as duties 
and means of comfort, on them that have * 
and evangelical diſcernment. 
From hence then we ſee, how ill. founded Mr. 
E's virulent abuſe of Mr. Booth is; for the latter 
ſpoke what Scripture (as well as the teſtimony, he 
produces, of many, much more learned men, than 
the logical Mr. E.) authorized him to fay, that 
though circumciſion ſuggeſted inſtruttions of a re. 
ligious nature, in the manner J have ſtated it did, 
yet was a ſign of carnal deſcent, in thole that 
: rung from Abraham ; mak it was an original com- 
mand 
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mand to him and to his ſeed; it was not adopted 
from the cuſtoms of any othes nations z and thoſe 
nations that afterwards practiſed it, generally ſpeak- 
ing, were ſuch as, in the line of Iſhmael, Eſau, &c. 
ane from Abraham. — It was a ark ol na- 
tional diſtinction, for it was not given as an 1njunc- 
tion, or enforced by pains and penalties, upon any 
nation except that of Iſrael-—It was, 7o the feed o 
Ifrael, a token of intereſt in temporal bleſſings, for 


in Gen. xvii: 8. the promiſe of them immediately 
follows, as Mr. E. acknowleges, p. 41. though 
p. 40. he had quarrelled with Mr. Booth for ſay- 
ing fo.—TIt was a mark alſo of being under the law, 
as Mr. E. allows, and the apoſtle confirms. As 


ſuch, therefore, I can readily account for it, that 
Abraham, as commanded, circumciſed all 25 male 
domeſtics, and alſo that, the Jewiſh ſtate being a 
Theocracy, or eccleſiaſtico-political government, if 
any ſtranger wiſhed (though, as the Shechemites 


. actually did, for worldly purpoſes) to be naturalized 
in it, he müſt be circumciſed; and that all this 


might be done, without any enquiry about the per- 
ſon's inward religion, or any other priofeſſion of 


bis faith, than what the act itſelf implied, the being 
under the law to Jehovah, and abandoning the idola- 


tries of the heathen. To more than this, and that 
to Iſrael was committed the outward cuſtody of the 


divine oracles, Mr. E. has not been able to make out 
that circumciſion was available. But I wilLwhiſper 
a truth in his ear, that if the moſe carnal Few, © he 
ſpeaks of, were to be aſked What it was? He would 
not talk of it in the degrading manner St. Paul and 
Mr. Booth do, but would exalt it to the ſituation 
Mr. E. puts it in, and higher ſtill; he would ſay, 


that it was a “ token of the ratification of God's 
| - >>> mn 
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grant in covenant to FA to be a God to him 
and his ſeed,” meaning his natural deſcendants, 
and that it proves the children of Iſrael, who are 
now upon the earth, to be the “ ſaints” to whom 
the promiſes alone are made, of ſpiritual and eter- 
nal bleſſings, and the “ appendages” of temporal 
things, to help the ſaints through the world; 
therefore, that they are entitled to the earth and the 
fulneſs thereof, the world, and the ſervitude of 
them that Nen therein; e chat all the means they 
take, of obtaining the fulfilment of the promiſes 
made excluſively to them, but which we, uncove- 
nanted Gentiles, call by the ſeveral names of vob- 
bing, ſtealing, cheating, fwindling, forging, and other 
ſuch acts, which we term diſſioneſt, are only ſo when 
| uſed againſt them, the covenanted ſeed, but are 
all lawful and juſt, when uſed to obtain our wealth, 
becauſe God has, in his engagement to Abraham, 1 
given them as great a right to our ſubſtance, as he f 
did to the ſpoil of Egypt, for that he hath ſaid, . 
If. Ixi. 5, 6. that rangers ſhall ſtand and feed their 
flocks, and the ſons of the alien ſhall be their plowmen |. 
and vine dreſſers ; but they ſhall be named the prieſts 19 
of the Lord, men ſhall call them the miniſters of God ; | 
and they ſhall eat of the riches of the Gentiles, and in 
_ their glory ſhall booſt themfelves ; and, laſtly, that, 
unleſs we conform to the inſtitution of circum- 
ciſion, there is not a benefit, here or hereafter, but 
- we ought to loſe.— Mr. E. then not having made 
good his aſſertion, that the Jewiſh infants had any 4 
memberſhip, ſimilar to that of the Chriſtian church, 3 
or that circumciſion bore any reſemblance to e 
Chriſtian baptiſm, we learn from this fact: (1.) 1 
That the opinion of the baptiſts is not a « weak 1 
.prejudice,” but a well-founded — that _—e 
| is 
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is nothing i in nature more ridiculous, than the idea 
of. infants being church members; and (2.) That 


they who affirm the contrary, and thus & take ſo 
much authority. on themſelves, as to arbitrate againſt 
the, wiſdom of God,” would do well to conſider, 


Prov. xxx. 6. Add thou not unto his words, left he 
| ak Hes and thou be found. a Har. 
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Mr. £DWA RDS'; RIA on the Side of 


' Infant Baptiſm continued. 


Dran Lin, 


HE unſucceſsfulneſs of Mr. Peter F in 
1 eſtabliſhing his fir/# argument, that infants 
under the law were in a ſtate of church-member- 


ſhip, ſuch as the Chriſtian church is, renders it 

i 3 that I ſhould dwell long ua his s ſecond, 
that. 5 5 

e churth. member ſhit! of infants was never et Fiat, 


afide by God or man; but continues in force, under 


the ſanction of Cod, to the preſent day. he 
For every one knows, and it may be compre. 

| hended by any man of common reaſoning powers,” 

that what Was Never done could not be undone, and 
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 Þ. 
that what was never Mig could never be revok- 
ed;” of courſe, Mr. E's arguments to prove, that 


the Chriſtian church is the continuation of a ſimilar 
one among the Jews, muſt fall to the ground. I 


obſerve, therefore, in general, that the Chriſtian 


church is not « a mere change or ceflation of in- 
ſtitutions,“ p. 46. not the ſame identical man, with 
a change of, cloaths or diet, but one new man, Eph. 
ii. 15: a text which Mr. E. kept back, when he 
quoted the former verſe, p. 55. becauſe he faw it 
would be unfavourable to his cauſe; and was aware 
- alſo, that not one in an hundred of his readers, 


- would look into the Bible, to learn from thence the 


whole truth. —If, indeed, the Chriſtian was a con- 
tinuation of a former ewiſh church, and the Jewiſh 
rites were upon a level with the Chriſtian ordinancek, 
i hy were thoſe who had been before circumciſed, 
and proſelytes, who had received aCult.circumciſion, 
baptized upon the day of:Pentecolt? Would it not 


have been more eligible in Peter to haye reminded 


them, that they: had already received the ſeal of the 


covenant, which was tantamount to the - baptiſm he 


had to adminiſter, not have exhorted them 'to be 


en, as thoſe who were then entering upon a neẽð] 


religion. Allowing Mr. E's principles, was not this 
conduct a ſpecies 'of Anabapiiſin ? Suppoſing alſo, 
that baptiſm was circumciſion with the form changed, 


Why did Peter previouſly require of them faith and 


' repentance, as they muſt have been before, the 
_ fubjeRs of the fame ordinance, though in a different 
mode, a mode alſo that was indellible? Was it not 


rtinent to tell the children of the kingdom, that 
they ſhould not partake of the inftitutions of that 


kingdom, in which they were born, and to which 


N * a natural ä they repented ? At 
1 | OY leaſt, 
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leaſt, the females,” who had not been cireumeiſed,. 
ought only to have been baptized. But Peter does 
not appear to have believed in the memberſhip 
Mr. E. pleads for, and therefore, as the baptiſts 


would, he treats Jews and Gentiles alike, and re- 


quires faith and repentance as much in the former. 


as the latter, But as Mr. E. has adduced certain 


paſſages out of the New Teſtament, which, wier 
much ſtraining, he fancies may favour his notion, I. 


will briefly ſnew the lacy of his. reaſoning from 
them.. The 
I. Is in Matt. xxi. 43. « Therefore, I Jay unto 


Jou, the kingdom of God ſhall be taken from you, and 
given to a nation 1 forth the W thereof. 


Now, in order to prove any church-memberſhip of 


the kind, and its continuation from this text, it would 
have been proper for him, firſt of all, to have 


brought ſome Scriptures from the Old Teſtament, 


ih wherein. the Jewiſh economy . is called the kingdom 
f God ; but. this he has not done; and we have be- 
| "re ſeen it called, in the New Teſtament, a worldly - 
kingdom. By the kingdom. o/ God, certainly our 
Lord meant the ee, which is elſewhere called 
the kingdom of heaven ; and to ſhew how ſuperior | 


this goſpel is to the Jewiſh diſpenſation, we may 


_ recur to. Mat. iii. 2. where John the baptiſt pro- 


claims, Repent ye, for the kingdom of heaven is 


at hand,” yy yine,, is brought. near you. Mr. E. is 
poſitive, it was the identical church the Jews were 
in before; John the baptiſt is of opinion it was 40 
come, in Chriſt; and when our Lord ſent forth his 
diſciples, they were to ſay, . The kingdom of God 
is nigh unto you, not that they had been in poſſeſ- 
Ron . it, * had a preſent: ineref! in it. The re- 
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[ 56. } 
ly of our Lord to the diſcreet Phariſee, which 
cited before, p. 60. proves that he had not an idea 
of them as within the kingdom, tor he at beſt was 
nal far from it, Mark xii. 34. But this kingdom 
Was ſet before them by the preaching of the goſpel, 
and when mT rejected the counſel of God, it was 


1ven to the entiles, till the words of God be ful- 
med. All this is plain truth, which requires no 
artifice to ſet it off; and, therefore; all Mr. E's 


flouriſh pages 47, 48, 49, is a mere waſte of paper 


and print; and as to his curious reaſoning, about 
- the non-admiſſion of females to an initiating - or- 


dinance among the Jews, I have taken notice of 
that before, p. 62. to which I refer your "fs 


text explained, will caſt light upon 

I. Rom. xi. 23, 24. And they alſo, if they 
abide not ſtill in unbelief, ſhall be grafted in again: 
for God is able to graft them in again. For if thou 
wert cut out of the olive-tree,' which is wild by 
nature, and were grafted, contrary to nature, into 
a good olive-tree, how much more ſhall theſe which 
be the natural branches, be grafted into their own 


olive-tree.” No doubt the Jews had thoſe outward 


advantages, that the Gentiles, who were wild, had 
not. But if this olive-tree here denotes * a viſible 
church ſtate, I would. fain know in what ſenſe, they 


can be ſaid to have fallen,” v. 12. been “ caſt 


away,” v. 15. and. broken off,” V. 17. One 
would think, that the Jews, by rejecting the goſpel, 

had become: avowed Heathens or Atheiſts, and re- 
nounced the profeſſion they made before Chriſt ap. 

peared: But they are in the fame ſtate now, that 
they were in at that time. They tilt adhere to cir- 
Teen, RT? rate it as highly as Mr, E. can; not 
2 | : | | ſhea 


1 
ſpeak of it in a © mean” and « heatheniſh” manner, 
as — aſſerts Mr. Booth does, p. 185. They are 
tenacious alſo of the other ceremonies, as far as 16 
they can bring them to bear. Still have they a ve: 
neration for the letter of their Scriptures, Still 15 
they profeſs to worſhip J ehovab, and to look for 
the Meſhah. If, therefore, they were the “ old 
church,” the kingdom of God,” and the * very | 
church of God,” p. 51. they remain ſo, unaltered, 
to this moment. It may be ſaid, that they have not 1 
the ſacrihdes, or temple worſhip; but thoſe they +" 
had not in their tranſportation to Babylon; yet Mr. „ 38 
E. would not diſallow their church-ſtate on that ac- | 
count. p. 103. It may be ſaid alſo, that they are T4 
now diſperſed throughout the world; and ſo many of =. 
them were, before Chriſt came; but it is remark- if 
able that, diſperſed as they are, they continue a 1 
people ſeparate from the nations, in all their uſages | 
and cuſtoms ;, nor can they be brought to conform Es 
to the manners of the Gentiles. To illuſtrate this 
the more, let us compare the diſperſed of the Jews, 
with the diſperſion of the other ten tribes of Iſrael. 

They are, indeed,  lofz, ſo that not a veſtige of them 
can be found. But it is not ſo with the tribe of 
Judah. If they were the « very church of God,” 
inch as the Chriſtian church is, they are ſo as 
much as ever. And if they, not abiding in unbe- 
lief, are to be called back, and grafted in again, 
into what are they to be again grafted, if the chureh- 
relation, which they ſtill maintain, was the ſame as . 
the Chriſtian ? Are they to be grafted into the ſame 
church, from which they were never cut off, but 
ein which they heve remained, without 1 Wage 
from the days of Abraham ak Moles, to this day? 
If it be laid, therefore, that their rejection of the 
b | golpel 
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goſpel was the cauſe of their being cut off, I aſk, 


Cut off from what, if they were members 'of that 


which, in its eſſence, was the Chriſtian church, and 


the Chriſtian. church the ſame man, only in a „ dif- 


ferent dreſs?” If it be urged, that their obſtinate 
adherence to their former „ church ſtate,” was the 
_ cauſe of their rejection of the goſpel, this bears an 

unfriendly aſpect toward. that ſtate, and intimates, 
that it was not of that evangelical conſtruction he 
ſuppoſes it to be, ſince it was made the dire& in- 
ſtrument of oppoſing the goſpel, and concluding its 


don members in unbelief, and antipathy to Chriſt. 
And I am perſuaded that this was the caſe, as the 


apoſtle tells us, Rom. ix. 31, 32. that “ they fol- 
lowed after the law of righteouſneſs, but did not at- 
tain to it, becauſe they fought it not by faith, but as 
it were by the works of the law for they ſtumbled 
at that ſtumbling ſtone,”- the righteouſneſs of Chriſt, 

and the ſpiritual nature of his kin gdom. Con. 
ſequently, whenever, upon their . — they are 
to be grafted in again, it will not be into their old 
legal ſtate, nor into their former profeſſion, but 
into ſomething new and better, which yet, un- 
doubtedly, proceeds from that good olive- tree, of 
which they may be ſaid to be the natural branches. 

And this leads me to point out a much more con- 


ſiſtent view of the words; that Abraham being the 
friend of God, and father of the faithful, and the 


promiſe made to him, that in his ſeed all the nations 


of the earth ſhould be bleſſed, that promiſe, con- 


nedted with him, was the olive tree ſpoken of, and 
the ſews might, in a ſenſe, be conſidered as the 


natural branches of that tree, as they ſprung from 


Abraham, to whom the promiſe was made, and had, 
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they had peculiar promiſes made them ; the perſonal 


miniſtry of Chriſt was confined to them; the goſpel 
was commanded to be firſt preached to them; and 
but for their unbelief, they might have partook of 
the root and fatneſs of the olive: tree, 1. e. of the 
ſweetneſs of the goſpel. They are called the “ na- 
tural branches,” further, to ſignify what might na- 


turally, or according to human conceptions, have 


been expected, even that when the Saviour came, 
and was proclaimed to the loſt ſheep of the houſe of 
| Iſrael, they would have received and rejoiced 1 in 
him, after the example of faithful Abraham. It was 
for a. deſault here that they were cut off, and the 
Gentiles, Who embraced the goſpel, were grafted 
in, and partook of the fatneſs of the olive-tree. But 


when the deliverer ſhall come out of Zion, and 


ſhall turn away ungodlineſs from Jacob,” they ſhall 
be received back as life from the dead. Of this 


the firſt fruits, converted in the days of the apoſtles, 


were a token or ſample, and an earneſt that. the 
limp, or greater part, yet to be converted, will be 
holy, becauſe they will believe, in like manner as 
Abraham their yoot did. But it would be a very 


unſupported inference, becauſe the Jews had the 
preference in the outward diſpenſation of the pro- 
miſes, and their advantages for information, that, 
therefore, the form of the Jewiſh ſtate, as à pro- 


» 


feſſing g people, was the fame as the Chriſtian church, 55 
or that its rites and ceremonies were of the fame - 
pure and ſpiritual nature, as baptilm and the Lord's 
Supper. No; their children were never members 
ol ſuch a church; there will be no diſpute on this 

ſubject, « in the ſpiritual reign of Chriſt, but Jews. 
and Gentiles will ſee eye to eye; nor is the baptiſts 
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the very church of God; that is the caſe of their 
- = who would Judaize the Chriſtian church, 
and bring down its memberſhip and inſtitutions, to 
the level of the . weak and beggarly elements of- the 
world,” Gal. iv. 3. ar explanation will lead 


us to Mr. E's remarks on the next verſe. _ 
III. Rom. xi. 17. And if ſome of the branches 
he broken off, and thou being a wild olive-tree wert 


grafted in among them, and with them partakeſt of 


the root and fatneſs of the olive-tree, boaſt not thy- 
felf againſt the branches!“ The Gentiles were not 


called to any ſuch memberſhip (I might ſay ſuch 


' bondage, Gal. iv. 3.) as the Jews, under the law, 
were held. in, but to the participation of goſpel 
hleſlings, in a goſpel church: ſtate, with the Jews. 
who believed, but from which the Jews who. be- 
lieved not, were broken off; and this goſpel 
ehurch-ſtate being ſpiritual, only ſpiritual people 
are, or in fact can be members of it; for as to in- 
fants being © in church- tellowlhip, i in what is called 


the primitive apoſtolic church.” p. 55. there is not 


the ſhadow of it in all the New Teſtament; but 
the texts Mr. E. woken uſe of ſpeak the contrary 
dottrine. - 

IV. E S it. 14. is » far from his purpoſe, that 


be was . to ſuppreſs the next verſe, as we 
_oblerred, that he might conceal the truth, Let 
us read the two verles, as they ſtand connected. 
For he is our peace, who hath made both one, 
and bath broken down the middle wall of partition 
between us; having aboliſhed in been the en- 

ents contained in 
ordinances; for to make in himſelf of twain one 
neu inan, ſo making peace. If Mr. E. had fairly 
ce this e, it would have ſtruck every un- 


mity, even the law of command: 


_ prejudiced 


E 


prejudiced mind, that the partition- wall between 
0 and Gentiles, was this very ſuppoſed church- 
ſtate he boaſts about, the law of commandmuats 
contained in ordinances, and particularly circum- 
cifion, Which the Gentiles ridiculed ſcredat udæus 
Apella, non ego) and which being a mark of ſub- 
J ;  jeQon to the law, in order to juſtification, when 
A Chriſt came to fulfil the law, he aboliſhed that ſub- 
? Jeon, and circumciſion its token; ſo that there 
- was peace made, between believing Jews and be- Z 
, lieving Gentiles; Why ? In order that they might "i 
become one new man in Chriſt. Now, a new man, 
: _ as already obſerved, is not the ſame man in a new 
_ dreſs, but ſuppoſes a new foul, and a new body, which 
1 was that, znwardly, they had no expedtations from 
the law, but all from Chriſt, and that, outwardly, bg 
| the form and order of their profeſſion was ſpiritual, i 
5 calculated only for ſpiritual purpoſes, and a ſpiritual 1 
| people. We have ſeen before, p. 35. that infants _ x 
might properly have the badge of being under the 
law, but believers only ought to have (for believers 
only can profit by) the goſpel ordinance. So that 
ve may reply to Mr. E's affirmations, that if infants 
were excluded from his memberſhip, it muſt either 
have been (1.) before,' or (2.) when, or (3.) after 
the partition was taken down; (I.) That he has not 
proved they ever ſhared in ſuch memberſhip, as 
the Chriſtian church. (2.) That when, inſtead of - 
. the former national and legal eſtabliſhment, con- 
ſiſting of the converted and unconverted, it pleaſed 
God, by taking down the partition, to bring be- 
lievers, of Jews and Gentiles, into one ſpiritual 
Chriſtian church, that itſelf was an intimation of 
his will, that ſuch as are credibly preſumed to be 
godly, are excluſively to be admitted to its or- 
po, M _ dinances; 
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dinances; therefore, (g.) That infants have nothing 
to do with them, and (4.) That Mr. E's four pal. 
ſages are inapplicable to his argument. 

Indeed, he ſeems aware that his cauſe totters, 
and therefore. «in addition,” 2.e. as props to a 
falling houſe, he ſets himſelf very gravely “to cor- 
roborate” it by advancing, (1.) “ That there is, in 
the New Teſtament, no law whatever, to ſet afide 
the primitive right of infants to church member- 
ſhip.” But where, was the neceſſity to ſet aſide a 
matter that was never eſtabliſhed ? We have ſeen 
that there was no < precept of God,” to circumciſe 
male infants, with the particular view he has ſug- 
geſted ; and what the nature of the obligations in- 
curred by circumciſion was, we have alſo ſeen, 
p. 53- that it was not that evangelical concern, he has 
deſcribed it. If alſo the « pertlality of parents,” 
preſumed their children to be in the church of God, 
and circumciſion the token of their admiſſion, Why 
was not this partiality concerned for their female 
offspri ring? Had the fathers, and eſpecially the mo- 
thers, no ſolicitude, that they ſhould be ſealed in 

the covenant of grace, and initiated into the church 
of God? “ Whence was it, ye daughters of Zion, 
that your dear little girls were, for two thouſand 
years, paſſed over, and the boys ablorbed all the 
privileges?” Aſſuredly, they had not Mr. E's idea 
of circumciſion; or, being ſo unpeaceable as he de- 
ſcribes them, p. 62. they would, long before that 
time, have made a ſtir about it; for if they reluc- 
tantly obeyed the Lord, they made no ſcruple of 
_ acculing him, when they ſuſpected their rights and 
-privileges to be invaded. But further, (2.) Mr. E. 
muſt be very ignorant of the New Teſtament not 
to know, that when, upon the publication of the 
goſpel, 
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goſpel, the * Jews at large,” did exalt circumciſion 
and keeping the law, in oppoſition to free juſtifica- 
tion by the righteouſneſs of Chriſt, and the apoſtles 
declared its intention to be done away in him, 
theſe „deadly enemies to Chriſt and his doctrine,“ 

followed them every where, with the cry of * Theſe 
men that {urn therworld upſide down, are come hither 
allo,” Atts xvii. 6. and accuſed them of teaching, 
that they ought not to circumciſe children, Acts xxi. 21. 
Would they have thrown out theſe malignant re- 


proaches, if the apoſtles could have ſoothed their pre 


judices, by pointing out infant baptiſm, as a milder 
and more extenſive ſubſtitute for circumciſion ? 
Leaving, therefore, this falſe argument, let us proceed, 

3.) To his aſſertion, p. 63. that our Lord and 
his 8 ſpeak of „ infants as poſſeſſing a right 
to memberſhip in the church of God.“ The texts 
he quotes, upon this occaſion, are Luke ix. 47. 
and Mark ix. 36. compared. And Jeſus took 


a child and ſet him by him, and [when he had 


taken him in his arms; Mark.] he ſaid unto them, 
whoſoever ſhall receive this child, in my name, re- 


| ceiveth me; and whoſoever. ſhall receive me, re- 


ceiveth him that ſent me; for he that 1s leaſt among 
you all, the ſame ſhall be great.” It is Mr. E's 
unhappineſs, to be unwilling to bring every thing 


that ought to be produced, in any argument or text 


of Scripture. So in this inſtance, that he may re- 


| preſent our Lord as going upon the principle of a 
prior church-memberſhip, inherited by this child, 
and by all children, he tells us what Luke and Mark 


have related, but not what is in Matthew, becauſe 
that would have explained away the whole of what 
he aims at. For the ſame relation 1s given in Mat. 


ü where Chriſt not only expreſsiy points out 
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this child, a8 humbling himel „ v. 4. and declares, 
v. 5. Whoſo ſhall receive one fuck little child in 
my name, receiveth me,” but adds, v. 6. Whoſo 
{hall offend one of theſe little ones which belicve in 
me, & c. The Greek word, xai, though it do ſignify 
a child, yet does not confine itſelf, to infants inca- 
pable of the exerciſe of reaſon, any more than weye 
6/Exov, ſignifies a great little book (See Parkhurſt's 
Gr. Lexicon, p. 99. 428.) but may mean a child 
ſo far grown up, as to underſtand and give evidence 
of real religion; and, as it is certain, that the child 
here ſpoken of did believe in Chriſt, our Lord's 
treatment of him in particular, will argue nothing 
for the church-memberſhip of all infants, and the 
whole of Mr. E's remarks, about receiving fuck 
children in Chriſt's name, might have been ſpared, 
for we have no doubt, that belzeving children ought 
to be encouraged, and received with the ſame kind 
of reſpeQ, that is due to more aged believers, and 
conſidered as of Chriſt's church and kingdom. 
This explanationleads to another text, Mark x. 14. 


% But when Jeſus ſaw it | that the diſciples rebuked 


thoſe that brought children to him] he was much 


diſpleaſed, and ſaid 'unto them, „ ſuffer the little 


children to come unto me, and forbid them not; 

for of ſuch 1s the kingdom of God.” I do not know 
the baptiſts who © ſuppoſe, that theſe. were diſeaſed 
children, and were brought to our Lord to be 
healed; nor do I ſuppoſe that, in this caſe, the diſ- 
ciples would have been fo cruel, as to rebuke thoſe 
that brought them, I rather fupprſe, with Mr. E. 

that they were brought to receive the benediction 
of Chriſt.” But there 1s a natural queſtion here, 


if, as he ſays, p. 69. „the apoſtles were well ac- 


quainted with the memberſhip of infants in the 


church 


555 


1 | 
church, as a practice which had prevailed in their 
| nation, for many centuries,” How durſt they have 
| refuſed ' theſe little church- members, to come tg 
| him that was the head of the church? Is it conceive- 
able that, with ſuch knowlege, they would have 
| been guilty of this refuſal ? Does not their conduct 
plainly deny, that they knew of any ſuch infant 
| church-memberſhip ?—But Jeſus was diſpleaſed 4 
| with their harſhneſs, and ſaid, “ ſuffer the little „ 
| 
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children to come unto me, and forbid them not; 
for of * ſuch is the kingdom of God.” The baptiſts do 
not contradict any thing aſſerted here. He cer- 
tainly did mean { 1.) Of others beſides infants, that, 1 
| Tov Jo, of fork 1s the kingdom of God, becaule "nd 
__ converted perlons are * like infants,” 2. e. becauſe 3 
they become as little children, and fee themſelves 9 
to be lutle, weak, and ignorant, as infants are. But ; 
if Mr. E. thinks, that all infants belong to God's * 
kingdom, and that the reaſon is, that they are like = 1 
believers, or that there is in infants, as ſuch, any 4 
natural tendency, to the diſpoſitions belonging to : 
God's kingdom, he muſt have an opinion of human j 
nature, very different from the Scripture accounts, | 
of being born in fin; that the imagination of man's 
heart is evil from his youth ; and that unleſs rig, any 
one, be born again, he cannot ſee the kingdom of 
' God. But as he enquires (2.) What kingdom did 
our Lord mean? or, in what ſenſe did he ſay, « of 
ſuch is the kingdom of God?” I anſwer, that of the 
kingdom of God, or kingdom of heaven, there are 
four views given in Scripture: Firſt, The outward 
preaching of the goſpel, as in the parable of the ſower. 
 —Secondly, The work of grace in the heart, Mat. 
ili. 33.— Thirdly, The church of Chriſt in the world: 


—and 


LW] 
—and Fourthly, The kingdom of glory above. Now 


this will teach us, that there are ſenſes in which in— 
fants can, and ſenſes in which they cannot, be of 
the kingdom of God ; and, therefore, it 1s not in- 
ferible, becauſe ſome of the ſenſes will apply to 
them, that all muſt; ex. gr. Dying infants, I doubt 
not, belong to the fourth view, the kingdom of 
glory, and of courſe will, according to the ſecond, 
have a work of grace wrought in them for that pur- 
poſe; but they cannot be the ſubjetts of God's 
kingdom in the %% ſenſe, as they are not com- 
petent to hear the goſpel; and this will evince the 
abſurdity of Mr. E's application of his maxim in 
the preſent caſe; for he cannot argue a majore ad 
minus (from the greater to the leſs) and ſay, infants 
may, and dying infants do, belong to the kingdom 
of glory, and therefore, they may hear the word, 
as they cannot, by any means, be made to under- 


ſtand that word; and with the ſame juſtice we add, 


that infants, ſo dying, may belong to the kingdom 
of glory, without their having a claim to the third 
ſenſe, to be conſidered as of the viſible church of 
Chriſt here below, much leſs that all children 
ſhould be ſo conſidered, becauſe ſome die in in- 
fancy. In ſhort, his argument from this text is that 
kind of ſophiſm, which proves nothing, becauſe it 
proves too much; and ſo I diſmiſs it with obſerv- 
ing, chat we have no grounds for thinking otherwiſe, 
than that perſons born idiots belong to the kingdom 
of glory; but it would be an odd inference that, 


thereſore, they ought to belong to the viſible church 


of Chriſt on earth, without a capacity of compre- 


 hending what the church is, and the nature of its 


duties and enjoyments ; yet the deduction a majore 


ad 


\ 
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ad minus, will hold as ſtrongly for the admiſſion of 


infants, and even idiots, to the Lord's Supper, as 
it will for infant baptiſm. 

But Mr. E's uluma ratio regum, his great gun, he 
has reſerved to the laſt; and all his former ratio- 
cination is but ſmall talk compared to it, As he 
lays ſo much ſtreſs upon it, therefore, for his fide 


of the queſtion, and I have no doubt but it is per- 


fectly concluſive, in favour of the baptiſts, with 
the utmoſt chearfulneſs I enter upon its diſcuſſion, 
becauſe, in truth, I have often thought, 1t 1t were 
duly underſtood, it would fave the trouble of any 
further arguments. This text is Atts 11. 38, 3g. 
„The promiſe is to you, and to your children, and 


to all that are afar of, even as many as the Lord 
our God hall call.“ His direction, p. 75. to & aſk. . 


ourſelves, as in the fight of God,” whether Peter 
could ever mean, by ther children, e their poſterity” 
(When himſelf allows, p. 74. he “ certainly does”) 
raiſcs a wiſh in my mind, that in all his enquiries 
on this ſubjea, and in writing this book, it had 
frequently recurred to his recollection, & Thou God 
of me!” Then he would have written in a more 
Chriſtian ſpirit, and had a greater reverence for 
the word of God, than to pervert this and other 
plain texts, in the manner he has done. As he 


does not deny that og 154v0:s, is properly tranſlated 


poſterity, all I am concerned for here is, to ſhew 
that in this text, it ſignifies that ſort of polterity, 
that was capable of underſtanding, and giving evi- 
dence of their experience of the call ſpoken of. 
My buſinefs alſo, for the true reference of the word 
promiſe, is not to go as far back as Abraham; Mr. 
E's intention, tn this far-fetched reference, (and i in 
telling- us, that the diſpute “ cannot be 2 
| e 


_ 


883 


the context) is to draw away the eyes of his readers, 
from the obvious meaning of the paſſage, juſt as if 
a « true bred lawyer,” aware that his client's title 
to an houſe, was not to be ſupported by any deeds 
of conveyance belonging to the premiſes, ſhould 
ſtrive, to draw away the attention of a'jury from 
them, to the conſideration of ſome diſtant clauſe in 
Magna Charta. The immediate 1 ſpoken of 
by Peter, was the gift of the holy Ghoſt, which is 
wire called "* 1% Spirit of promiſe, Eph. i. 

13. and which he aſſured his hearers they ſhould 
receive, as himſelf and the other diſciples had, for 
their further inſtruction, comfort, and eſtabliſh- 

ment, in conſequence of their repentance and bap- 
tiſm. But the chief matter in debate is, to whom 
was this promiſe made? The baptiſts ſay, from the 
obvious drift of the words, that as the laſt clauſe, 
even as many as the Lord God ſhall call, is evidently 
explanatory of the three former, the ſcope of the 
place is, that this promiſe was to the Jews then pre- 
ſent, even as many as the Lord ſhould call, to their 
children, or poſterity, even as many as the Lord 


_ © * ſhould call, and to all that were afar off (in all 


places, in all ages) even as many as the Lord ſhould 
call. But as Mr. E. is determined to deny this ob- 
vious ſenſe, he inſiſts, that this pre-requiſite did 
not relate to the Jews then preſent, for that Peter 
looked upon them as „ already called,” p. 78. 
and that, inſtead of three, the text conffts of two 
clauſes only, the Jews and their children on the one 
hand, and all afar of, that ſhould be called, and 
their ichen, on the other; ſo that, in this light, 


the paſſage muſt run thus: & The promiſe is to 


you, who are “ already called,” and “ your chil- 
dren; and it is alſo, to all chat are alar off, who 
| _ 
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ſhall be called, and their children.” Now I aſk, 
if from the appearance that theſe Jews were prick. 
ed at thar heart, the apoſtle had an opinion of 
them as „ already called,” Why did he, in anſwer 
to their enquiry, v. 37. exhort them to repent, as 
previouſly neceſſary to baptiſm? Does not Mr. E. 


know, that there may be many awakenings, ſears 


and terrors, and yet no repentance or effectual 
calling? The apoſtle did, however; and the 41ſt 
verſe ſhews alſo, that not all even of thoſe that were 
here pricked to the heart, with a ſort of firſt con- 


cern, gladly received his word and were baptized. 


Peter, thereſore, laid no ſtreſs upon this appear- 
ance; but ſpoke to them as a people it was neceſſary 


ſhould be called, if entitled to the promiſe; and 


from hence it is clear, that the reſtricting clauſe, 
even as many as the Lord our God ſhall call, related 
to them, though the children of Abraham, and Mr. 
E. ſays, then in the church; and that of their chil- 
dren, or poſterity, Acts xiii. 32. and of thoſe that 
were afar off, only as many as the Lord ſhould call, 
were to be baptized. All this ſtrikes fo naturally, 


primd facie, that a man muſt be much accuſtomed 


to argue backward, before he can miſtake it. I 
am of opinion, that the apoſtle would not have 


mentioned their children at all, if they had not, to. 
obtain our Lord's condemnation, curſed themſelves. 


and their poſterity, ſaying, His blood be upon us and 


our, Ja Jen, children, Mat. xxvii. 25. It was ſpoken, 
therefore, to ſooth their fears, that he ſaid, the curſe: 
was not irrevocable; but that, believing in that blood, 


they, and their children, ſhould find the contrary 
bleſſing communicated. As to Mr. E's companion, 
between the Jewiſh and Engliſh national eſtabliſh- 


ment of religion, while it betrays his predilection 


for 


1 Yo J 


for the latter (and 1 am miſtaken, if I do not per- 


ceive what he would be at in this publication) his 
parallel will not hold: for if theſe Jews underſtood 
Peter, that they ſhould now baptize their infants, 
in like manner as they had formerly circumciſed 
them, as the male children only were circumciſed, 
arguing according to eſtabliſhed uſage, they could 
have no idea of the baptiſm of females. Why then 
did not the apoſtle, inſtead of the word children, 
ſay, to your ſons and daughters? If alſo, the import 
of this promiſe was, that the children ſhould be 
baptized, in right of the parents church member- 
ſhip, and without being themſelves called, I aſk, 
Whether this privilege reached only to the infant 
| feed, then born or to be born, or extended to fuch 
children, as might be adult at that time? If the 
former, then, Why ſhould the infant feed have 
greater priviieges—a greater right to baptiſm, to 
church memberſhip, to being ſealed in the covenant, 
than the uncalled and unconverted adult ſeed ? 
Was it not the misfortune of theſe laſt, to be adult 
at the converſion of their parents, that this circum- 
ſtance ſhould deprive them of privileges, which, it 
they had not been born at the time, or been happily 
in a ſtate of nonage, they would without ſcruple 


have been inſtated in? If the latter, then let the 
children be unconverted, and ever ſo ungodly in 
their lives, they ought to be baptized and admitted 


into the church, in right of their father, or their 
mother; and yet Mr. E. would fain perſuade ſimple 
people, that he holds the baptiſm of adult believers, 
as firmly as the baptiſts do? But I ſhall not proceed 
further in expoſing his forced explication of this 
paſſage; though there is a remark or two that [I 


cannot paſs over; one is, that he has, p. 80. moſt. 


ſhamefully 


& 
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ſhamefully pretended to quote Mr. Booth, vol. II. 
p. 354, left out a material part of what he ſaid, and 


then aſſumed a vulgar triumph over him“; the 
other, that in his interpretation of this paſſage, he 
argues againſt his own avowed principles; for as he 
ſays, that the clauſe, even as many as the Lord ſhall 
call, relates to all that are afar off, he allows, that 
only the children of ſuch as are called, ought to be 
baptized; this is, he tells us, p. 79, the “ limit of 
longitude, in which the promiſe is to be underſtood ; 
it reaches down to as many as the Lord our God 


| ſhall call;” whereas p. 88. he is as poſitive that all 


children, without limit or diſtinction, are entitled 
to baptiſm; * any infants, for I take them inde- 


finitely,” 2. e. the ſeed of the converted or the un- 


converted alike; ſo looſely do, the principles of a 
wrong cauſe hold together. But I go on 

4. To the hiſtorical accounts of the baptiſm of 
houſeholds, as recorded in Scripture, and his re- 


marks upon them. That of Lyd:a he does not 


comment upon, and it is plain it does not ſuit his 


Purpoſe. That of the Jailor, Acts xvi. 33. he 


mentions in part, but does not tell the whole truth, 


"becauſe that would diſſolve the charm, by which he 


wiſhes to facinate his readers eyes. He ſays, that 


the Jailer and all his were baptized, v. 33. from 


whence he preſumes (and at moſt it could be no 


better than a preſumption) that there were infants 


in this family—and that theſe infants were baptized. 


But he conceals what is related, v. 32. that Paul 


* Mr. Booth's words are, There is nothing said about 
the promise, respecting any besides those that were then 
awakened, and such as the Lord our God shall call.“ Mr. 


E. has omitted the last clause, which explained Mr. B's 


meaning. | 
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[ 92 ] 
ec « ſpake the word of the Lord to the Tailor, and— 0 
to all that were in his houſe ;” from whence we may 
certainly infer, that all that were in his houſe, were 
capable of hearing what was ſpokeff ; and if fo, then 3 
the all lis, in v. 33. muſt imply, that there were no 
infants in his houſe.—that it conſiſted of grown-up | 
perſons— and, of courſe, whether Teyo;z: alluded 
to the joy of the Jailor himſelf over his family, 
(which mult have been notoriouſly profligate before 
mis event) or to the joy of his family along with | 
him, upon their converſion and baptiſm, 1t comes = 
to the ſame point; for they all heard the word before | 
they were baptized. However, to manifeſt to you, 3 
what a competent Greek ſcholar, as well as a Logi- | 
cian, Mr. E. is, if you turn to the Srptuagint of | 
Exod. i. 1. you will find, that the Iſraclitès went | 
down into Egypt, every man xai, and I aſk you, | 
Which is the beſt tranſlation, and moſt agreeable to | 
fact, that they went down, each with all his houſe; 
or, as Mr. E. will have it, they went down, each 
& domeſticall)ꝰ (or, houſcly, as Mr. Miller ſays) that = 
is, for domeſtic, or houſe- purpoſes, as the ſons of | 
acob did, before this general tranſmigration, leav- 0 
ing each his family behind him. If they went down, | 
each with his houſe, then the Jailor believed, vi | 
Fis Haufe. The houſe of Stephanas alſo, Mr. E. | 
leaves untouched, becauſe in 1 Cor. xvi. 15. that | 
| houſe is called the firſt fruits of Achaia, and it is 
recorded of them, that they had addicted themſelves to 
the miniſtry of the ſaints. All this, however explains 
„ the term oc, houſehold or tamily,” in theſe 
' Paſſages, and «theſe patterns of primitive practice“ 
| Prove, that every one of the houſeholds ſpoken © 
of as baptized, confiſted of ſuch as heard the word, | 
and profeſſed to believe! it. But it is by the . 
: / | : O 
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( 8 ] | 
of falſe and partial quotations, that infant baptiſm 
comes recommended to the common people, and is 
made * ſo natuxally to fall in with the views of the 
pædobaptiſts, that hence “J am inclined to think,“ 
4 1t paſſes“ with thoſe that do not ſuſpett, or chuſe 
not to examine, * inſtead of an hundred arguments;“ 
whereas, if the paſſages were duly conſulted, the 
ſcrutiny would turn out unfavourable to the baptiſm 
of infants, and confirm that of believers only. It 
is this chiefly that makes a reply to ſuch. treatiſes as 
that of Mr. E. at all neceſſary ; merely to point out, 
how ſuperficial readers are impoſed on; for I am 
confident he would, by no means, have brought 
forward, ſuch imperfect and mutilated quotations, 


from Scripture and other writings; but that he 


thought cloſe examination, to be a kind of ſtraĩt- gate, 


that few there be that find, and that, on the con- 


trary, to read and commend by the Jump, juſt as 
whim and prejudice dictate, is the broad way in 


which the many go.—This brings me to the reſult 


of the whole I have written on kis two arguments; 


that the Jewiſh economy was not of the nature of 


the Chriſtian church—that circumciſion was not an 
initiating ceremony, or elfe one half of the nation was 
not ihitiatec that circumciſion, for whatever poli- 


tical or moral reaſons it was given to the Jewifh 


males, had nothing in it of an evangelical meaning, 


but was merely legal that as there was no intima- 


tion of any church memberſhip, among the Jews, 
analogous to that of the Chriſtian church, the goſpel 


ſpeaks nothing about the continuation of any ſuch 


church, but propoſes to make, of Jews and Gen- 


tiles, a new man, a ſpiritual church, its ordinances 
ſpiritual, its members lively ſtones, built up into a 


. and hence, that every attempt to 
introduce 
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introduce an indiſcriminate church memberſhip into 
it, however it may fall in with the ignorant paruality 
of certain parents, and be the popular fide of the 
queſtion, as all worldly practices are, yet is an at- 
tempt to corrupt the church of God, and. will 
aſſuredly draw down his diſpleaſure. 5 


I am your's, &c. 


LETTER VI. 


Curſory Reflections on Mr. Enwarns's ScuEME, 
SHoRT METHOD WITH THE BAPTISTS, and 
Uss. or INTANT BarTisM. 


DEAR SIR, 


I: R. Peter Edwards “ having advanced what 

he judged effential, on both ſides,” of this 
controverly, I hear you wonder, what could be the 
motive of his enlargement upon the ſubject, as he 
bas favoured us with no new diſcovery. I, alſo, 
am unable to account for this proceeding ; but I re- 
collect that I once heard a ſermon, in which every 
idea ſuggeſted by the ſpeaker, was delivered in 
twenty minutes, and a repetition of theſe thoughts 


three times over, made up exactly one hour; Quod 


Erat Faciendum. Now as Mr. E. was to make a book, 
his Scheme and Short Method would at leaſt, help 

to eke it out, and, moreover, give him an oppor- 
tunity of perverting Mr. Booth's words, and vent- 


ing his candour againſt him. This Letter, therefore, 


will conſiſt of remarks on theſe two additional 2 55 
1 © 


# 
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of the work, and on his propoſed Uſe of fant 


baptiſm. 


I. As to his ſcheme, (1.) While he has brought | 


forward ſome texts, which ſpeak in a general way, 
of believers baptiſm, he has ſuppreſſed others, which 


plainly confine it to perſons of this deſcription. He 


charges Mr. Booth with a deception, for calling 
adult baptiſm the “ baptiſts fide,” at the time that 
he is himſelf guilty of a real deception, and by this 
means he impoſed on the artleſ s brother, who loſt his 
ſleep on this account, p. 91. for though he would 
infinuate, that the pædobaptiſts hold adult baptiſm, 
after the ſame manner the baptiſts do, he knows 


they do not, and, therefore, that the baptiſts fide, 


as diſtinguiſhed From the other, 1s not whether 
perſons converted from Heatheniſm, Judaiſm, 
&c. are to be baptized, but whether all be- 
lievers have not, upon believing, an immediate 


right to baptiſm.—(2.) The argument he has put 


into the mouths of the baptilts, againſt infant bap- 
tiſm, and thoſe he has formed for it, you will have 
paſſed your judgment upon; that, inaccurately as 
he has held out the baptiſts arguments, he has not 
anſwered one of them; nor has he produced any 


thing like a proof, that infants were ever conſidered 
as in a ſociety analogous to the Chriſtian church, or 
that the New Teſtament ſpeaks of the continuation ' 


of any ſuch infant church-memberſhip. Mr. E. 


profeſſes to be a candid enquirer after truth; but 


in purſuit of his preſent object, he is not only re- 
ſolved to contradict Mr. Booth and Dr. Owen, but 
the apoſtle Paul himſelf; for when the apoſtle ſaid, 


Heb. vu. 12. that, „the prieſthood being changed, | 
there 1s made of neceſlity a change. alſo of the law, | 
he meant that the whole body, and form of cere-- 
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monies was aboliſhed; for as Dr. Doddridge ſays, - 


the ceremonial law depended upon it,“ and, 
therefore, this law of a carnal commandment deing 
diſannulled, v. 16, 18. becauſe of the weakneſs and 
unproſitableneſs thereof, the Chriſtian church is of 
a nature and form entirely new, and calculated to 
draw the ſoul near to God; agreeable to, If. lxv. 
15, 17. God ſhall ſlay thee, (i. e. the form of _ 
_ ceremonies) and call his ſervants by anotlief name ; 

I create new heavens and a new carth, and the former 
ſhall not be remembered nor will all Mr. Es low 
_ ridicule, and his perverſion of Mr. Booth's ex- 


preſſions, have any other, effect, than to render 


bimlelf contemptible; for Mr. B. bf&&only ſaid what 


* the apoſtle Iaid. But my chief. remark: on his feheme 


is, that he has not written with ſufficient caution, 

but. rather expoſed himſelf; for pretending to ſur- 
prize us all, with a congregational church in Abra- 
| hame's family, and a prieſt choſen by the people,“ p. 
104. and fpeaking afterwards, of a „ national 
church,” and a © regular priefthood ordained of 
God,” untrue as the former idea is, yet Who does 
not lee the infinuation, that the latter being of divine 
ordination, if the Chriſtian religion had made any 
eſſential alteration, in the form of the church, then 
it would have paſſed from a regular, to an * ir- 
regular” (i. e. congregationul)- prieſthgod P. ſo that, 
I think Mr. E. has given more than: abroad hint, 
of his predilection for a e church, and A re- 
gularly ordained—prieſthoad. . 


II. As to his Short Method 8 the Bft , what 


we have already proved, of the poſitive and: explicit 
right of women to the Lord's Supper, will ſet/ aſide 
all the application of his ſix querics ; and, therefore, 


s 


8 
* 


138 


I dhall only obſerve here, . ; That were his argu- 


L 


97 J 


ments juſt, which they are not, they would merely be 
od ominem, and that argument, which, according to 


his own account, p. 106. is a “ miſerable weapon,” 


« one of the weakeſt that can be adopted ;” what 
may be „very ſtrong againſt one man, and very 
weak againſt another; %a ſolitary argument,” 
that + no dependence whatever can be placed upon 
it;“ it is even good for nothing,” and « ſhould 
never be a man's only argument; for that man's 
cauſe muſt be miſerably poor indeed, which depends 
upon one ſolitary argument that will either protett 


truth or falſehood,” p. 107. Juſt ſuch is the caſe 


of Mr. P.-E. in his Short Method ; and I wiſh him to 
conſider ſeriouſly, whether ſuch a kind of reaſoning 
is fit to ſtand “ againſt a plan of God,” as he allows 
believers baptiſm to be. I obſerve, (2.) That he does 
not diſtinguiſh upon the true nature of analogy and 
implicit evidence, and the difference between it and 
what is explicit, and hence, if a fair inference be 
drawn from explicit premiſes, es we have done, p. 


29, 30. immediately he cries out, „This is arguing 


trom inference and analogy ;” ſo leading his readers 
to. conſider ference, as being neceffarily of the 
ſame nature with analogy. This is an impoſition 
upon people that know no better; and therefore I 
have ſtated, p. 16, &c. what is the proper diſtinc- 


tion Ls the two words; that if an inference 


be drawn ſimply from analogy, it is an uncertain 
_ conſequence, which, © as it is the nature of pre- 


ſumptive proof io admit of inereaſe or diminution, 
may be increaſed or diminiſhed, p. 163. and can 
at moſt, amount only to probabilit, which is Mr. B's 


reaſoning concerning infant baptiſm, and Mr. E. 


allows he has no better; whereas, if the premiſes 


be open and explicit. the inference will be con- 
O | ecluſive 
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eluſive and certain, which is the caſe reſpefling 


womens admiſſion to the Lord's Supper, p. 28. for 
women are expreſsly mentioned in the connexion; 

and if infants had been mentioned alſo there, he 

would have had ſome ground for his remark, p. 
141. Mr, Pierce would have ſaid ants. as 
well as men and women;” but as the matter ftands 
it only diſcovers, that Mr. E. is at a loſs what to 
vapour about; it is from plain precedent, not ana- 
logy, that we deduce WOmens right to the Lord's 
Supper. In regard to the remaining infinuation in 
this part, That, according to the principles and 
reaſonings of the baptifts, God had no church in 
this world, at leaſt for fifteen hundred years, if by 
it he means, that our opinion is, that God took no 
meaſures for keeping up the knowlege and worthip 
of himſelf, and the expectation of his ſalvation, for 
that term; the queſtion is, Whether the denial, that 
the Jewiſh polity and appointments were of the 


{ame ſpiritual nature as the church of Chriſt, and 


its ordinances, under the New T. ment, will 
warrant that conſequence ? and Whether the Jewiſh 
nation comprehended the whole of the religious 
people then upon the earth? We have ſeen from 
Scripture, and from the redfonings of pædobaptiſts 
themſelves, p. 53, 54. that taken in a general way, 
and as uſed by people in common; the ordinances 
of the Jews were carnal; and if Mr. E. had quoted 


Mr. Booth fairly, he would have found Mr. Baxter 


confeſſing, vol. II. p. 227. that „even in Abra- 
ham'ẽs time [| circumciſion was not made] neceſfary 
to all [the] church, hut only to Abraham's family. 
Shem and his family, who were then living, were 
not ſo much as commanded to be circumciſed. 
Not Mieichuzedech, | nor 56 of the ſubjetts over 
N whom 


I: 


whom he was im or any of that church to whom 


he was prieſt ;* conſequently, there might be a 
church without circumciſion ; circumciſion was a 


domeſtic rite, peculiar, as a command, to the fa- 
. mily of Iſrael ; and to deny it to have been an ini- 


tiating church. ordinance, is not to “ eradicate the 
church of God,” p. 150. Leaving, therefore, his 
illiberal and abuſive reflections, which can only be 
pleaſing to that claſs of readers, who catch at ſound 
rather than ſenſe, and prefer ribbaldry to decency, 
I paſs on, 

III. To his Uſe of Infant Baptiſm, p. 184. 
Here he tells us, “ that infants, properly ſpeaking, 


do not receive any preſent benefit by being bap- 


tized.” Then all is gone, about its benefit to thoſe 


that die in infancy, and what becomes of its ſigning 
and ſealing, an intereſt in God? p. 41. The chief 


benefit propoſed from it is, & the more to engage 


the attention of parents and others to the riſing ge- 
neration;“ and here, he ſays, “ its main uſefulnets 
conſiſts,” 192. Compare then his idea of infant 


baptiſm, with the repreſentations Scripture, and 
the baptiſt writings from thence, give of baptiſm, 
and ſee if they have the lcaſt allufion to what he 
ſpeaks of, the education of youth; and whether it 


does not contain grander and more ſublime uſes, as 


applicable to belzevers*. I ſhould wonder, how- 


ever, if he did not bring in circumciſion, as a 


parallel to illuſtrate his meaning; but I have ſaid 


ſo much on that head, p. 36, 37, &c. that it will 


ſuthce. for me to add, that- circumciſion was ex- 


* See Mr. Oy Dr. Stennett's Baptismal Hymns; Fel- 
lows's Six Views of Believer's Baptism; and a litt.e piece 
entitled, The Beauty of Believers Baptism. 
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preſsly commanded, but Mr. E. acknowleges, that 
infant baptiſm is not—that this command not being 
at any time, univerſal, there might be reaſons for 
its appointment to the Jews, that did not extend to 
other people, and that do not exiſt now, to make 
that, or any ſimilar, ordinance neceſſary—that at 
all events, it depends upon the declared will of 
God, whether any ſuch mark ſhould be impoſed 
upon infants, or inſtitute adminiſtered to them, and 
to whom — and that though, for reaſons ſpeciſied, 1 
can readily underſtand how, as a mark of legal 
obligation, it was with wiſdom applied to thoſe that 
were unconſcious of that obligation, p. 36. (where- 
as it is very « filly” to give to infants an ordinance, 
which is always ſpoken of as requiring previous 
faith and repentance) yet circumciſion was of that 
nature, that had it not been a divine appointment, 
no one would ever have thought of it. It is this 
that ſhews it to be merely poſitive, and, therefore, 
abſolute ; and as it will illuſtrate the remark, that 
it does not become us to argue from moral conſi- 
derations, about what God poſitively commands, 
ſo it will warrant another remark, that we ſhould 
call nothing poſitive, except what he expreſsly en- 
Joins. But, I confeſs, it has often made me ſmile, 
when writers have objected the zmmodeſty and hard- 
ſhip, of in merſion in baptiſm, that they have not 
explained to the unlettered what circumciſion was, 
and reconciled it to their ideas, of modeſty and of 
the divine clemency. There is nothing, therefore, 
left for me to « admire,” in Mr. E's tling at Mr. 
Booth, exccpt his very conſiſtent idea, that a Jew 
would entertain an Heatheniſh notion of circum- 
- cifion, ard allo (which I cannot ſutkciently admire) 
that out of the fulneſs of the heart the mouth ſpeak- 
| on 


[ 101 } 
eth: Read p. 185. and then I aſk you, If he has 


not, vith great adroitneſs, contrived to put the 


Jewiſh children, by circumciſion, in much the ſame 
predicament that the chriſtening- ſervice, in the 
church of England, conſiders infants as reſponſible, 
and put the parents and others, as a ſort of godfathers 
and godmothers to them? 

What follows is artfully addreſſed to the paſſions 


of unthinking parents, with the view of inducing 
them to believe, that inſant baptiſm is ſo cloſel 


connected with the right education of their chil- 


dren, that, at leaſt, it cannot be done fo well with- 


out it. Hence he brings up Mat. xxviii. 19. which 
I have explained, p. 12. and have only to add here, 
that he cannot mention one text, in which the word 


- pedylys is uſed, but it always implies the perſonal 
conſent of the man called a diſciple; and further, 


that Acts xv. 10. cited to prove that infants are 


called diſciples, proves the direct contrary that 
circumciſion did not conſtitute infants diſciples; 
and that the New Teſtament does not conſider that 


title to be applicable to them. The fact was this, 


that certain Phariſees wiſhing to impoſe circumci- 
ſion upon ſome of the new-made converts, the 


apoſtles (not, with Mr. E. eſteeming i it as a privi- 


lege) ordered them not to « tempt God, by putting 
ſuch a yoke upon theſe diſciples (i. e. the new. made 


converts) which neither their fathers nor they were 
able to bear.” Theſe diſciples, therefore, were 
commanded not to be circumciſed; and if Mr. E. 
had been the Logician he arrogates the honour of, 


he would have averted to Dr. Watts's rule, in 
forming ſyllogiſms, that, „I, one of the premiſes be + 


negative, the concluſion muſt be negative.” (Logic, 
© 4 \ P. III. 


| -T- an | 
P. III. chap. 2d. Rule iv.) According to tis 
Rule, a ſyllogiſm from the above text muſt run 
thus: 

Circumciſion was commanded not to be impoſed 
upon the diſciples. 

But circumciſion was impoſed upon infants : 

Therefore infants are not diſciples. 

I am perſuaded that, with a better appearance of 
argument, Mr. E. might have aſſerted, that infants 
were the fathers ſpoken of, than that they were 
called d:ſcrples; and it is vain for him to reply, that 
they are zntended for diſciples; that is very dit- 
ferent from being actually made ſuch. If the {ons of 
Kohath alſo, as being of the tribe of Levi, were, 


whether good or bad, from infancy, deſigned tor ' 


the ood, which i 1s meant by keeping charge 
of the fanctuary, Num. iii. 28. it is no conſequence 
from thence, that all children are deſigned for 
Chriſt's diſciples, however godly parents may-wiſh 
it for their children; nor is there any adequate 
reaſon for giving them baptiſm, as actually Chriſt's 
diſciples, until there is ſome ground for concluding 
that they are ſo. Then as to Joel ii. 16. I do not 
know why Mr. E. quoted it, except that, “ chil- 
dren, and thoſe that ſuck the breaſts,” being men- 
tioned, he thought the ſound would jingle well, in 
partial parents ears; for the infants ( brought to- 
gether, not by the ſound of the trumpet, but, un- 
conſcious, in the arms of their parents) were not 


otherwiſe parties in the buſineſs of the aſſembly, 


than that a faſt being appointed, the parents were 


ordered to bring their children with them, that the 


light of them, in fuch diſtreſſed circumſtances, | 


might make the parents the more earneſt, in their 


addreſſes 
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addreſſes to God. The reſult of the whole is this: 
that children ought to be inſtructed, in the princi- 
ples of religion, is readily admitted, though the 
teachers ſpoken of in Eph. iv. 11. go upon a much 
higher principle than that of ſchoolmaſters. But the 
queſtion withal is, Whether they are in that parti- 
cular /tate of learning, which alone can entitle them 
to be called Chriſt's diſciples, z. e. have ſpiritual 
ears, to hear Chriſt's voice and learn of him ? 
Whether they are deemed to be in that ſpecial re- 
lation to Chriſt, which may rank them as members 
of his church, and enutle them to the ordinances 
of his houſe ? Whether 1nſtruttions may not be full 
as effectually conveyed to them, without pretend- 
ing to baptize them ? and whether infant baptiſm 
may not hurt their minds, by giving them an over- 
weening opinion of their diſcipleſhip, and inſtilling 
thoſe notions, that are contrary to the goſpel, and 
to the ſpirit of Chriſt? In regard to the (1.) of 
theſe, Mr. E. with all his good ideas of children, 
will not ſay, that they have, by nature, any Know- 
lege of, or propenſity to that which is good, but 
the contrary. Then (2.) We have proved, that 
they are not properly viewed, as ſtanding in a ſpe- 
cial relation to Chriſt, until they are called of God. 
(3.) That inſtruction may be full as well conveyed 
to them, without the pretence of baptizing them, 
is evident from this, that Mr. E. is obliged to con- 
feſs, p. 190. that the conduct of the baptiſts to- 
wards their offspring, in this reſpett, is unexcep- 
tionable, which it would not be, if the natural ten- 
dency of their ſyſtem was to place the riſing genera- 
tion out of ſight, as he infinuates, p. 190. The 
beſt method of judging, concerning the natural 
: n of any lyſtem, is not to compute by _ 
| ract- 


5 

ſtract reaſonings, what we may prejudge, or rather 
preſume, its effects will be, but obſerve what effects 
it does, in fact, produce. Certain critics, pretend- 
ing to ſpeculate about the dofrines of grace, have 
pronounced, that their direct tendency is to liber- 
tiniſm; but in defiance of them all, it has appeared, 
that the more and purer theſe dokirines have been 
preached, by the bleſſing of God, the more of the 
genuine fruits of righeouſneſs have been produced. 
So let us judge of the baptiſts principles, by their 
treatment of their children, and it will be found, 
that the moſt conſcientious parents of the other de- 
nominations, are not more earneſtly concerned for 
their ſalvation ; and that, number for number, there 
are as many ances of converſion, and of early 
piety among them. On the other hand, if it were 
the property of infant baptiſm, to keep the riſing 
generation in ſight,” Might we not expett, that the 
generality of its profeſſors would endeavour, to 
inſtil good principles into their minds, and bring 
them up for God? But in fact it has no ſuch in- 
fluence. Contenting themſelves with the notion of 
having made them C þriſtions, they place all the reſt 
te entirely out of {ight,” ſo that for one that is con- 
ſcientious towards his children, ten thouſand neglect 
them; the ſum of the inſtruction, in this country, 
e to go to church, to read the prayers, 

ſuch like outward formality; and this is thought 
ſufficient to ſecure their intereſt in the kingdom of 
God, into which they were initiated by baptitm. 


The baptiſts do not pretend to take out of God's | 


hands the prerogative of making members of Chriſt, 
Kc. or of inveſting their children with the privi- 
leges of the covenant of grace; and therefore (4.) 
They reject infant baptiſm, becauſe, not being 


commanded 
* 
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commanded of God, they are of opinion, that as 
whatever he orders is right, ſo the adoption of 
what he has not ordered, muſt lead to that which is 
wrong, and infant baptiſm have a tendency to 
inſtil hurtful principles into the mind. In many, 
accordingly, it operates, that, thinking themſelves 
to have been made Chriſtians in their infancy, they 
are careleſs about any thing more of Chriſtianity, 
than the name; and provided there be a paſſable 
moral character, and an attention to certain cere- 
monies, all is ſuppoſed to be well, and that they 
are in a fair way for heaven: — If they even be im- 
moral, yet having been conſtituted Chriſtians, a 
cloſer attendance on church and ſacrament, will, 
they hope, make amends: If parents inſtruct 
them, it is a very awkward matter, to tell ſuch as 
are in a covenant- relation to God, in church mem- 
berſhip, and conſidered as © ſaints, that they are 
unconverted, children of wrath. even as others, 
and that there is no eſſential difference between 
them and Heathens, but they muſt be ſaved exactly 
upon the ſame footing ; neither is this the dottrine 
Uſually taught ; but the treatiſes written by Henry, 
Williams and others, are calculated to fill their 
minds with pride and ſelf-righteouſneſs; to make 
them fancy themſelves to be ſomething, while they 
are nothing; to give them a name to live, while 
they are dead; and to prevent the earneſt c 
of the ſoul before the Lord, “ God be mercaful to 
me a ſinner ;“ ſo that when perſons are wrought up- 
on by the grace of God, they find that they have 
all their former notions of- themſelves to unlearn ; 
and, indeed, how contradictorily do pædobaptiſt 
miniſters, profeſſing the goſpel dottrines, ſpeak, 


when inſiſting on baptiſm, as making chriſtians, 
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and when addreſſing men from the pulpit, as ſin- 
ners. If Mr. E. retort here, „Are not many 
baptized adults, as deſtitute of religion as Hea- 
thens?” p. 190. I will not ſay, what unconvert- 
ed perſons, careleſs miniſters, fond of popuiarity, 
may admit to baptiſm ; or how any baptiſt miniſters 
may be deceived, by ſuch profeſſors as Mr. E. 
But, I hope, the inſtances are comparatively few; 
and it is not the direct and natural tendency of the 
diſtinguiſhing baptiſt-ſentiment, as it 1s of infant 
baptiſm, to foſter pride and bad priciples ; for if 
the baptiſts act up t the direction Chriſt has given 
them, it will lead to cloſe enquiry, into the faith, 
experience, and moral charatter of thoſe they bap- 
tize, and admit to be church members. Laſtly, 
I muſt not omit the rancour and hatred, that infant 
baptiſm frequently inſpires, againſt thoſe that would 
keep ſtrictly to Chriſt's inſtitution ; of which Mr. 
Edwards's Candid Reaſons, and the ſuperabundant 
commendations of them abroad, are ſuch pregnant 
ſpecimens, that thereby the thoughts of many hearts 
are revealed; for when a man leaves the baptiſts, 
the exultations are ſo exceſſive, as to put all good 
temper and good manners out of the queſtion. But 
for further particulars on this part of the ſubjeQ, (I 
mean the moral tendency of infant baptiſm) refer 
you to the fourth and fifth Letters of a piece, en- 
titled, The Inconſiſtency of Infant-ſprinkling with 
Chriſtian. Baptiſm” — Late an and 
with Salvation by grace alone ; being a reply to 
Mr. Henry's Treatiſe on Baptiſm ; and am, 


your's, &c. 


LETTER 
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LETTER Vit 


On the mort of Baptiſm, 


DEAR SIR, 


F Mr. Peter Edwards had read the Bible wich 

attention, he would have been aware of the im- 
propriety, of comparing the Lord's Supper to a 
% common meal,” p. 154. that in Cor. xi. 21, 22. 
he is forbid to make uſe of any ſuch alluſion; and 
that the Scripture diſapproves of drawing a parallel 
between the one and the other. If, therefore, our 
Lord calls the “ taking only a piece of bread, of 
half an inch ſquare, and the “ drinking a table- 
ſpoonful of wine,” a ſupper, Is not Mr. E. very al- 
ſuming_and impertinent, to contraditt and gainſay 
him; to pretend to criticiſe upon the term he has 


. Choſen; and tell us, that it “does not come up to 


the proper meaning of the word Supper?“ So then, 
according to this, the more accurate Mr. E. ſhould 
have been preſent, to have ſuggeſted to the wiſdom 
of God, a more proper phrale, whereby to de- 
nominate that ordinance, which was to ſhew forth 


the Lord's death till he come. But you do not 
wonder at Mr. E's miſrepreſentation of Mr. Booth's' 


expreſſions, as he takes ſuch indecent liberties, with 
thoſe of Jefus Chriſt. However his caſe may be 
explained in three words, that Jz/7voy ſignifying 
a feaſt, or common meal, if eating a piece of bread 
af half an inch ſquare, and drinking a table ſpoon- 
ful of wine, will ſuffice for a man's ſupper, it is, io 
P 2 : a 
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all intents and purpoſes, his ſupper, as 1 the tl 
ancient proverb . Enough is as good as a feaſt.” But a 
what would it be, if, inſtead of eating the ſquare tl 
piece of bread he put it into his pocket; and if, — 
inſtead of drinking the table-ſpoonful of wine, he d 
beſmeared his face with it? It is the act of eating 1 


and drinking, not the quantity of the food, that 
conſtitutes the ſupper. So in baptiſm, it is the act 
of immerſion, not the quantity of water, that is 
contended for, ſo as there be ſufficient, after a 
prudent and ſuitable manner, to dip, or bury, the 
perſon baptized in it. But ſprinkling is as foreign 
from baptiſm, as beſmearing the face with wine, is 
from drinking. And yet, ſome ſuch lively and un- 
reſtrained genius as Mr. E. might find out a reaſon 
for this latter act, in the Lord's Supper; alledging, 
that as the blood of the Paſſover was, by order, 
ſprinkled upon the ?wo fide poſts, and the upper door- 
foſts of the houſes wherem it was eaten, Exod. xii. 7. 
ſo it would be eligible, while he eat the bread, to 
ſtrike his two cheeks and his forehead, with the 
wine; and this, you know alſo, would be drawing 
an analogy between theſe two appointments, as Mr. 
E. does between circumciſion and baptiſm. ] muſt 
; diſpute, allo, Mr. E's authority, for aſſerting that 
5 the baptiſts are not jo tenacious of the mode as of 
the ſubject of baptiſm.” Becauſe one baptiſt mi- 
niſter, « ſome years back,” ſaid to him, that the 
mode of baptiſm, by immerſion only, did not ap- 
pear equally plain as the ſubject,“ therefore are the 
baptiſts, as @ body, giving up the indiſpenſableneſs 
of immenſion in baptiſm? Or, becauſe Mr. E. 
diſguiſed his real ſentiments, and preached ambigu- 
ouſly before an artleſs, unſuſpecting people, omit- 
ting che mode of baptiſm, while he contended for 
| . the 
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the ſubject, and, beyond a doubt (from his filence 


about the matter) wiſhing the people to believe, 


that there was no revolution at all in his opinion of 


either ſide of the queſtion, Muſt that people be 


deemed, from his acknowleged duplicity, to be 


indifferent about the mode of baptiſm? I have 
heard of a Socinian preacher, who, to gain popu- 


larity, or ſome private end, could ſo cover his 
opimons with Scripture phraſes, as, by good words 


and fair ſpeeches, to deceive the hearts of the ſimple, 
Rom. xv1. 18. And if Mr. E. had bluſtered about 
the mode of baptiſm, and ſaid not a word about the 


ſubject, it might poſſibly have paſſed unnoticed, 


and his diſcourſe been extolled, by the ſame honeſt 


and undiſtinguiſhing people, as a moſt excellent 
defence of believers baptiſm. You have ſmiled at 
the remark of the late Earl of Cheſterfield, upon 


his introduction of the Bill for the Alteration of the 


Stile, that he had put together a ſlight hiſtorical - 


account of the ſubjett, upon which he harangued, 
and was heard with attention; whereas another 
Lord, a thorough-bred Aſtronomer, who followed 


him upon the ſame queſtion, was ſcarcely heard 
with patience; and he adds, that upon the houſe 


breaking up, ſeveral noblemen complimented him, 
that he had made the matter very plain; © Though,” 
ſays he, *I never attempted it.” Is it marvellous 
then, that ſo great an adept in equivocation as Mr. 
E. ſhould deceive a congregation, that was plain, 


unlettered, and unſkilled in the manouvres of diſ— 
putation? Perhaps ſome more knowing hearers, 


unapprized of. his verſatility, might not have per- 
ceived the drift of his ſermon, nor the trick that 
was meant to be put upon them: But, I confeſs, I 
am much affected with the thought, that Mr. E. 


has 
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EC 
has had ſo ſmall a regard for his on reputation, as 
a miniſter of Jeſus Chriſt, that he dared thus pub. 
licly to avow, his having preached in this double- 
faced manner. Might not a Deiſt pretend to be a 
golpel preacher, with as much ſincerity as he has 
to be a baptiſt ? This zs our ⁰ rejoicing, laid the great 
apoſtle of the Gentiles, that with ſemplicity and godly 
fincerity, not with fleſhly wiſdom, but by the grace of 
God, we have had our converſation in the world. — 
But, diſmiſſing this, I am inclined to be of Mr. E's 
opinion, that if infants were the ſubjetts of baptiſm, 
immerſion would quickly ſeem improper as the 
mode, i. e. it would not ſeem ſo proper, to parents, 
to baptize as to ſprinkle them; for though the im- 
merſion, even of infants, did, for many centuries, 
take place in England, and till does in Ruſſia and 
in the Eaſt though it was commanded alſo in the 
Rubric, except in caſes of extreme danger, and ſtill 
is left indifferent, if not the preference given to it, 
in the Common Prayer yet, as one innovation 


leads to another, at length the partiality of parents 


for their children's health, and their partiality for 
the chriſtening clothes, prevailed to introduce 
ſprinkling, and to eſtabliſh it as a general prac- 
tice *; from whence I, argue, in my turn, that as 


adult Peliev ers are the. only ſubjects, wherever that 


tenet prevails, immerſion will always be deemed 
the moſt proper method of exempliſying what is 
meant, by their profeſſion in baptiſm, 


* Shall I hazard als another conjecture, that the word 
ebristening being derived from a Greek word, which signi- 
fies to anbint, and the Romish church using oil, as well as 
water, this led to the application of the latter to the face, 
instead of dipping the whole body in water; and there is 
just as much Scripture, for the application of the one, as 
of the other. 

But 
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But the moſt unpleaſant circumſtance, in replying 
to Mr. E. on the mode of baptiſm, is, that there is 
ſcarcely a ſuggeſtion written by him, in favour of 
ſprinkling, but I (as well as other baptiſts) have 
anſwered over and over again, in oppoſition to Mr. 
Decourcy's Letter and Rejornder, Mr. Riland, late 
of Birmingham, Mr. Pentycrofs's Sermon, and Mr. 
Henry's Treatiſe on Baptiſm ; and now, the ſame 
{lain men's corpſcs are exhibited, as if alive, with- 
out the leaſt notice taken of their demiſe. The pæ- 
dobaptiſts ſeem to claim a ſort of prefcriptive right, 
to give the baptiſts the labour of S:/yphus, who was 
feigned, by the ancient poets, to be condemned to 
roll an huge ſtone up a mountain, which the mo- 
ment it reached the ſummit, rolled back again 
and renewed his fruitleſs talk. Thus are we, every 
now and then, driven up Labour-in-Vain-Hill ; for 
there is not any thing we ſpeak, that will be deigned 
a ſerious anſwer, though we are ſo often called up- 
on, to ſay the ſame things over again, or elſe our 
cauſe be reported as—RUINED.—If Bax allo is 
ſo immaterial a word, „and can give us no in- 
formation,” as Mr. E. tells us p. 157. Why did he 


at all produce it? Eſpecially as every inſtance is 


againſt him. It will occur to you, 
(1.) That on Job ix. 31. it he had underſtood 
Greek he would have known, that puroc does not 


ſignify mire merely, but a ditch, or common-ſewer, 


wherein he that was plunged might be overwhelmed 
and ſmothered. This was exactly Job's idea; that 
if he, in the leaſt, juſtified himſelf before the Lord, 
God would overwhelm him with that ſenſe of his 
{ins, that his own clothes would abhor him. 
( 2.) That in Mat. xxvi. 23. Judas's hand was 
dipped, as far as it was put into the diſn. W * 
; mne 


TT 


the word mean a total or partial dipping, circum- 
ſtances muſt determine. 
(3.) ThatRev. xix. 13. ſpeaks of a veſture ſtained 


with blood, no otherwiſe than by dipping ; and this 


only is expreſſive, of the depth of Chriſt's ſufferings; 
as Mr. Henry ſays, on the parallel place, If. Ixiii. 
3. „This was long before, by dying Jacob, fore- 
told, concerning Shiloh, that is Chriſt, that he ſhould 
waſh his garments in wine, and his clothes in the blood 
of the grape, Gen. xlix. 11. which perhaps this here 
alludes to.” 


(4-) That when Nebuchadnezzer's body was wet 
with the dew, e, a paſſive word wasmade ule of, 


to ſignify that he was covered with the dew, which 
we know, in that couniry, to be abundant. See 
Reply to Mr. Decourcy's Rejoinder, p. 21, 22. | 


(5.) That the colouring of a lake 1s a poetical 


metaphor, borrowed from the uſe of the word in dy- 
ing; that the lake was, as it were, dyed in blood, and 


- + will not, according to any ſound rules of criticiſm, 


_ againſt the literal uſe of it, as ſignifying to 
ip. EY 2 iy 
(.) That the colouring of the Comedian's face is 
a like metaphor, to ſignify that he, as it were, dyed 
it; and I can fee no impropriety in the ſuppoſition, 
that he dipped his face in the waſh, which, to re- 
preſent a tawney face, was the more likely method 
to colour the ſkin, than to lay it on by piece-meal, 
with the hand. | 

(7-) That to ſtain the hand, by preſſing it on a 


ſubſtance, ſhews the ſubſtance was, or emitted, a 


liquid, which coloured the hand, as far as it was 
dipped in it; as Ariſtotle ſaid alſo, in his Treatiſe 
of the Soul, „If a man Bey, dip any thing into 
wax, as far as it is dipped, it is moved,” 
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that the divers baptiſms in the Jewiſh ſervice did 
imply waſhing in water, and as the being wholly 
unclean ſuppoſed the need of a total waſhing, fo it 


E 


All cheſe inſtances Mr. E. took from Dr. Gale; 
and you may ſee them inthe ned Letter of his Reflec- 


tions upon Dr. Wall, with that ſubſtantial vindication, 


that proves him to have been a ſcholar and a critic, 
and which, when you read it, will give you diſguſt, 
to think of his being challenged, by the leſs learned 
Mr. E. Now I think this word of Importance, 
though Mr. E. does not, towards ſettling the mean- 
ing of gaxſigu, becauſe as it is its root, it is a kind 
of Genus, and the derivative its Speczes, and as the 
Species can never contraditt the leading idea of the 
Genus, ſo if gaxle mean to dip, Þz71;2@ can never 
mean to ſprinkle. Accordingly, let us attend to 
what he offers to prove, that the latter ever had 
that ſignification. 1 

1. On the Jewiſh-ablutions there is but little to 
remark, except how defettive in point of modeſty 
Mr. E. is, to tell us fo, barefacedly, that Mr. Booth 
&« granls, for the ſake of argument,” what he would 


not admit one moment. All he ſaid was, (Reply to 


Milliams, p. 347.) that © were it granted,” &c. his 


antagoniſt would get nothing by it, not that he ac- 


tually granted it. As to the remainder, I anſwer, 


is reaſonable to think, the ablution was a total im- 
merſion; for that the ſprinkling was no part of the 
baptiſm, you may read Num. xix. 21. the water of 
ſeparation, which was ſprinkled, did not cleanſe. 
Such was its virulent nature, that it defiled even 
the perſon who ſprinkled it upon the unclean, or ſo 
much as touched it, and obliged him alſo to waſh his 


Cc 


clothes. How. then did it, or could it purify the un- 


clean? No: The apoſtle tells us, Heb. ix. 13. that it 
— Janiified, 
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ſanklified, or ſeparated only, to the purification of 
the bod h, which purification was by waſhing the 
in water. 

2. The cuſtom among the Phariſees, of waſhing 
before meals, was ſimply this, that they did not eat in 
ordinary, or when at the greateſt diſtance from ſup- 
poſed defilement, without waſhing their hands, æc u, 
up to the wriſt, Mark vii. 3. but when they came from 
the market, or any concourſe of people, gare, 
they were baptized, i e. waſhed themſelves wholly, 
which cauſed the Phariſee to wonder, Luke xi. 38. 
that as Jeſus had been invited to dinner, from the 
midſt of a multitude, he had not thus baptized pre- 
vious to his fitting down to meat. Tertullian ſays, 

that the Phariſees “ daily waſhed every part of their 
bodies, yet were never clean.”* 

Then 3. As to what Mr. E. calls, the ſuperſtiti- 
ous baptiſms of houſehold furniture, cups, pots, 


beds, and couches, &c. I hope his cleanlineſs will 


not deem it ſuperſtitious, that the diſhes and plates 
he eats from, or the cups he drinks out of, thould 
be dipped into water to be waſhed; and in regard 
to the other furniture, the ſuperſtition might he in 
the frequency of theſe baptiſms, but the ground was 
| ſcriptural, though the exceſs was an error; for it 


was expreſsly commanded, Lev. xi. 32. that all 


veſſels of wood, or raiment, or ſkin, or ſack, whatever 
it was, that was reckoned unclean, it ſhould be put 
into water; ſo that this order muſt include their 
beds, tables, and what not? without my learnedly 
recounting all the terms by which they are de- 
- Nominated, as I do not want to convince the Re- 
verend, or the Right Reverend, that I can make 


+ Tert, de Oratione, cap. c. p. I 35. Par. Ed. TO 
fit, 
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ſhift, at leaſt, to tranſlate a verſe in the Greek 
Teſtament. —” The concluſion, therefore, is this,” 
that the word baptize does intend immerfion, and 
immerſion only; and it is unneceſſary that I ſhould 
follow Mr. E. through the labyrinth of the next 
three or four pages, in which he does not endea- 
vour to eſtabliſh any thing whatever, but to un- 
fettle every thing, and puzzle weak minds. I am 
not ſurprized at any appearances in ſuch a writer, 
for I believe he is not ſenſible of the tendency of his 


own reaſonings, or elſe I ſhould wonder that he 


does not ſee the reſemblance, between his little 


witticiſms, whereby. he would undermine the plain 


narrations of Scripture concerning baptiſm, re- 
preſent them as uncertain and contradictory, a 
goodly combat, preſumption contending with pre- 
ſumption,” p. 166. and “ what no creature living 
can determine” upon, p. 161. and the irreverent 
comments the Deiſts (particularly Woolſton, the 


coarſeſt of them all) put upon the hiſtory of our 
Saviour's miracles. But I paſs on to obſerve, that 


the circumſtances of the ordinance of baptiſm, will 


further corroborate the ſentiment, that it was ad- 


miniſtered by immerſion. 
As (1.) That the places choſen for it, were the 


| moſt proper that could be choſen, for that purpoſe ; 
the river Jordan, for inſtance, and Enon, near to 
Salim, where there was muck water; for ſo the 


phraſe „many waters, ſignifies in Rev. xvii. 1. 
where 1t 1s put, typically, for the great river Eu- 
phrates, and Rev. xix. 6. where it ſignifies « Vaſt 
cataracts of water,” ſays Dr. Guyſe, or the great 
and wide ſea; and I have thought, that perhaps the 
word Enon may refer to the great quantity of water, 
becauſe ſignifying a Fountain, it ſeems to intimate 

| A that 
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that John choſe that place, on the account that there. pl 

was more water there than further off, where it to 

might have branched into many jeſler ſtreams; pa 

though, to be ſure, it might poſſibly be, that the ſitua- Lic 

tion of the, country diverted the courſe of the ſc 

ſtream to that place, ſo that there was a greater W 
confluence of water there, than in other parts. At ec 

1] events, it was not pitched upon, by the Baptiſt, 5 

3 there was liltle water, or few waters, there, 1s 

as Mr. E's inſinuations would argue, but becaule t] 

there was much water, which made it ſo eligible, 
Suppoſing that, according to Mr. E. „ the caſe of b 

John differed very much from our's; he had vaſl. 10 
congregations to baptize, and no houſe fit to con- p 

tain them,” yet I cannot ſeg that “ his chuſing a t] 

[| - | Taye though he had baptized by affuſion, would, { 
6 in this caſe, have been on the whole, the wiſeſt 1 
| plan,” or that it would have had any judgment in K 
3 it, or been more for the conveniency of the people 1 


baptized; becauſe he . might have, affuſed in the 
open air, and out of an houſe, without going to a 

river; a few « veſlels, containing two or three | « 
firkins apiece,” which were well known in - thoſe YT 
days, which were made uſe of for the purifications HT 
of the Jews, and which John, being the ſon of a 

| - *prieſt, could very readily have procured, would 

| have ſerved to affuſe many. thouſands ; 1lill leſs is 

it conceiveable, that John's leading motive to 

chuſing one particular ſpot in a river, becaule there 

was much water there Ci. e. more than in any other 

adjacent ſpot) was, that he might the better ſprinkle 

water on the people baptized ; a little water, a ſhal- 

lower place in the river, would have done for that 

purpoſe, full as well as ſo much ; but theſe cavils, 

while they diſcover an indiſpoledneſs to admit the 


* 3 f plain 


„ 

plain hiſtory of che Bible, evince a mind prepared, 

to ſwallow any huge incredibility, for the ſake of 
party. -prejudice or worldly advantage. This narra- 
tion of John's baptilm, will always * weigh in the 
ſcale of realon,” in favour of immerſion, except 
where reaſon is hood-winked, and prejudice ſufler- 
ed to kick up the beam; and as to the baptifms of 
Paul, the Jailor and Cornelius, plain as the proof 
is, that Bz71idw always ſignifies immerſion,“ though 
the accounts were not more diffuſe, than ſimply t to 
ſay, that theſe perſons were baptized, that would 
be enough to convey the idea of dipping them, un- 
leſs there was ſomething more dirett produced, to 
prove that that could not have been the mode. But 
the very circumſtances of theſe reſpettive baptiſms, 
ſo far from contradicting, confirm that idea; for in 
the caſe of Paul it is ſaid, that „he aroſe to be 
baptized,” Acts ix. 18. w hich he needed not to 
have done if he had been ſprinked ; he might have 


+ As Mr, E. is so positive, without the least proof 
except his bare assertion, that gage means “washing 
only,” IJ ask Whether, when it was used to describe the 


state of a certain water, that an arrow would not sinꝶ into 


it, or applied to iron that was dipped, in order to cool it, 
or used to signify a father's overwhelming his child's mind, 


with too great a degree of mental labour, or to intimate, 


that a man is over bead and ears in debt, it signifies, in these 
instances, any sort of washing? In short, if he thinks un- 
supported assertion, to be sufficient to establish the mean- 
ing of a word, in opposition to ancient usage, and the 


testimony of classical authors, I may, with better reason, 


as I have publicly shewn, insist, that it never signifies 
washing in any case whatever, but what implies dipping, 
or overwhelming. 


been, 
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| been, more conveniently, ſprinkled, while ſitting 
down, or, more reverently, upon his knees (as it 
was ſaid, Behold he prayeth) than by ariſing ; that 
word intimates to us rather, that he walked to ſome 
place to be immerſed. The caſe of the Jailor ſpeaks 
yet more expreſsly, for it is related, Acts xvi. g2. 
that Paul ſpake the word to him, and to all that 
were in his houſe ; conſequently, they were, at that 
time, in his houſe ; for it is much more conſiſtent, 
as well as reſpectful to the apoltles, to ſuppoſe, that 
the Jailor brought Paul and Silas into his houſe, to 
ſpeak to his family, than that he brought all his 
houſe into the dungeon, to hear Paul; but yet it is 
further ſaid, v. 34. that after he and his tamily 
were baptized, he *brought Paul and Silas again, 
2nto his houſe ; conſequently, when they were bap- 
tized, they were out of his houſe, which there could 
be no occaſion at all for, if they had been ſprinkled ; 
for a little water, brought in a baſon, into the houſe, 
_ would have ſufficed to affuſe them all; but as there 
is a river ſpoken of, v. 13. to which Lydia, and 
others, had reſorted for prayer, no doubt there was 
an houſe by the river, in which their devotions 
were celebrated, and no place could be more pro- 


per, for the adminiſtration of baptiſm by immerſion, _ 


than that river, with the conveniency of that houſe; 
which it was the more likely they would go to, as 
Lydia, &c. had been baptized in that very place; 
alter which it is very naturally added, that they 
returned again into the Jailor's houſe ; and if it 
ſhould be objected, that this baptiſm was done in 


the night. Be it ſo. I am obliged to repeat here, 


what I have averred in print before, that I have 
myſelf ſeen baptiſm ſolemnly adminiſtered in a 


* in the dead of night, when the ſpirit of per- 


ſecution 
4 


im tus „„ A foe weed! , , inte, fd a of wanj fodg ye + 


Ek 
ſecution rendered it unſafe, to baptize by daylight; 
and that was the exact ſituation of the baptiſms here 
referred to. The caſe of Cornelius alſo, Acts x. 
47. informs us, that Peter did not order water to be 
brought to him, that he might affuſe theſe converts; 
but that he commanded them to be baptized, i. e. in 
comformity with the other examples, to be taken to 
ſome convenient place, and dipped in the name of 
the Lord; to which I add, that in the “ baptizings” 
of the three thouſand, by eighty-two adminiſtrators, 
at Jeruſalem, of the converts at Samaria, and of the 
Eunuch, there is as much certainty as the faith of 
hiſtory will allow of, that they were all performed 
by immerſion; ex. gr. in the caſe of the laſt, if 
the Eunuch was not immerſed in the water, Why is 
it recorded, that he did not propoſe baptiſm, until 
he came to a certain water? What! Did not ſo 
great a man, with ſo large a retinue, and upon ſo 
long a journey over the deſarts, as from Jeruſalem 
to Ethiopia, carry water with tim, with which he 


might have been affuſed, without his taking occa- 


ſion, from a certain water, to ſay, “Here is water ; 
What doth hinder me to be baptized ?® Did not his 


words imply, Here is water ſufficient ; What elſe 


can there be to hinder ?” Why allo, did Philip and 
he go both down to the water, if they did not go 
further, to immerſe him in it? As the view of the 
Eunuch, was to make a public profeſſion of Chriſt, 
before his numerous domeſtics, Would it not bave 
been better, and more natural, for him to have ſent 
one of them for ſome of the water, commanded 
him to hold it up to the chariot, and Philip, ſtanding 
up before them all, to have affuſed him, kneeling, 
in the chariot, rather than that both ſhould go to a 
diſtance from the company, and Philip, 2 A 
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little water in his hand, ſhould affuſe him privately, 
when none of the retinue could hear a word ſpoken, 
or, perhaps, ſee any thing done? At leaſt, the thing 
done would have been t00 inconſiderable to attract 
notice; whereas, if he went into the water, to be 
immerſed, it would ſpeak for itſelf; his ſervants 
who attended him, and helped him to change his 
raiment, would take notice of the whole t abſaQion ; 

curiolity would excite the enquiry, diy a poor 
ſtranger upon the road, took ſuch intimate liberties 
with their lord; and his Joy lead him to preach 
Chriſt to them. I obſerve, then, that though Mr. 
_ E's ſceptical turn hurries him, to render the letter 


of Scripture doubtful and contemptible, yet that 


the tranflation to or near the water, is in Acts vil. 
36. expreſſed by eri To v3ug—that in v. 38. ag 
To dp is as properly tranſlated into the water, as 
the ſame phraſe is in Mark ix. 22.— that the con- 
trary aſſertion makes the hiſtory ſpeak nonſenſe; for 
it makes them to come to the water, and to the water, 

"without the latter intends their going into the water; 
but that if they were in the water, then en properly 
betokens their coming out of the water. So does 
ær Tov ual; ſignify, as much, that our Lord came 
out of the limits of the water, in which he was bap- 


tized by John, as 270 Ty; YahAhang, Mat. iii. 13. that he 


came, to Jordan, out of the confines of Galilee; and 
e Uh is as truly in water, in Mat. ifi. 11. as in 
Mat. viii. 2. where it muſt be ſo rendered. If Mr. 
E. vill not admit thoſe parallel places to aſcertain the 
meaning of theſe particles, all I can ſay is, that bis 
remedy mult be from ſome other quarter than phi- 


Jlology, or criticiſm; for there is no help for him 
in the whole ſy lem of language; grammar eyes 
* with pity; and religion frowns en him, for. 

the 


ln 
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the © preſumptuous” liberties he has taken with the 
precious word of God; with equal truth might he 
argue, that there was no water at all uſed in hap- 


tiſm, as that Jeſus, and others, werenot “ in the 


water at all, or even wet the ſole of their feet!“ — 
I do not know what to make, . 
2. Of his remarks upon “a preparation for the 
ordinance,” except that he means to make ſport 
with his preſumptions, and to perſuade us, that the 
Bible is ſo looſe and indigeſted an hiſtory, that it 
is utterly impoſſible to fix upon its true meaning, 
or to determine from any information given by the 


_ circumſtances of baptiſm, whether baptized perſons 


were immerſed or not, If you read Mr. Wool- 
ſton's obſervations, upon the reſurrection of ſairus's 
daughter, and of Lazarus, and upon the cure of 


the paralytic» man, who was let down by cords 


through the roof of the houſe, Mark ii. 4. you 


cannot but be ſtruck, with the ſimilarity of the 


ſtrain in which both writers argue ; and yet Mr. W. 
called himſelf a Chriſtian, and a clergyman ; and 
Mr. Whiſton, who knew him, tells us, that he be- 
lieves he at firſt was honeſt, and did not perceive, 
to what lengths his fondneſs for ſingularity and 
conundrum wight lead him. I ſhould imagine 
there is no godly pa:dobaptiſt, but muſt diſapprove 
of theſe vagaries of Mr. E's; for there is not any 


one hiſtory in the word of God, nor the moſt au- 


thentic ſtory in common life, but migli, by the 
ſame cap tious method, be rendered improbable, 
But as he allows, that “many things might be done 


of which the Scripture takes no notice,” p. 165. 


that is enough for us; the people hearing John, no 

doubt, had tents in the wilderneſs, for their refrefh- 
ment and reſt, and which they might uſe upon this 

Tas | occaſion ; 
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occafion; their clothes, in that climate, were neither 
numerous nor burdenſome, and if the Scripture 
has ſaid nothing about them, it was becauſe the 
circumſtances were implied in the tranſaction, and 
the recital was unneceſſary. There was a reaſon 
for taking notice, of -our Lord's laying aſide his 
garments, when he waſhed the diſciples feet, to de- 
note, that if he, their maſter, ſtripped himſelf of 
that dreſs, in which he ſuſtained the magiſterial 
character, and alſo of that character, to become, 
and appear as their ſervant, then they, when careſ- 
fed, as apoſtles and miniſters, ſhould do likewiſe ; 
and I do not think the laying down of the witnefles 
clothes, at the feet of Saul, would have been of 
importance enough to notice in the hiſtory, but that 
it diſcovered his complacency in the bloody buſi- 


neſs of ſtoning Stephen, and was beautifully op- 


ſed to his future conduct, as a preacher of that 
goſpel, which he then madly deſtroyed. 

But when Mr. E. by this imprudent method of 
treating God's word, thinks he has laughed away 
the term baptize, and the circumſtances: of baptiſm, 
he next proceeds to try the experiment, upon what 
he calls & the alluſions to that ordinance.” And 
here he ſtrives, for his diverſion, to ſet all opinions 
at variance with common ſenſe; the Engliſh clergy 
and the Romaniſts, the pedobaptiſts and, more 
eſpecially, the baptiſts, are all faulty; all have con- 
| tended about they know not what, nor why, nor 
wherefore, until Mr. P. E. roſe up to inſtru them, 
and propoſe a new theory of baptiſm, as Newton 
did of philoſophy. The alluſions he ſpeaks of, are 
in Rom. vi. 4. „Therefore we are buried a bap- 


tifm into death,” &c. It is, he ſays, * an inference 


fron: che former verſe,” of Know * not, that ſo 
many 


an 


. 
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many of us as were baptized into Jeſus Chriſt 
were baptized into his death.” But in explain- 


ing that verſe he has made a miſtake, that to be 
baptized into Jeſus Chriſt, is to be baptized 


into hs life, in diſtinction from his death. It is 


not ſaid fo in the text, nor does the apoſtle's argu- 
ment imply it; and let us paraphraſe it, as Mr. E. 


would repreſent it, and ſee how void of ſenſe that 


makes it, „As many as are baptized into the life of 
Jeſus Chriit, are baptized into kis death.” It con- 
veys no . whatever to ſay, that a man who is 
baptized into the fe of Chriſt, is, by that means, 
baptized into his death. But the true force of the 
text is eaſily ſeen, by examining the apoſtle's inten- 
tion in the chapter, which is to prove, that the 
doctrine of juſtification, by the death and reſurrec- 
tion of Chriſt, and the ſafety of believers in it, do 
not militate againſt holineſs, nor confirm men in 
ſin. This he argues from a variety of conſidera- 
tions ; the two firſt of which are their baptiſm, and 


their inward experience of what was meant by it. 
In conſidering their baptiſm, he ſays, That as many 


as were baptized into Jeſus Chriſt, (a general term, 
for a profeſſion of that which concerned him) were 
baptized into, his death; which he particularizes, 
becauſe it was conſonant to his argument,. namely, 
that believers are dead zo ſin, as Chriſt died for fin; 
fo that his /fe is not ſpecified, nor was it material 
that it ſhould be, any otherwiſe, than that it was 


involved in his ſpotleſs death; and wy Mr. E. 
ſhould aſſert, that Paul alluded to his lite, 


when it 
is not ſo much as mentioned, nor 1s pertinent to 


the point treated of, I know not, except that he 


would be eccentric, wiſhes to be thought to ſay 


| bmcthing new, and would perplex inſtead of il- 
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luſtrate. The apoſtle, therefore, ſpeaks of the 


baptized, -v. 4. as ſignifying, outwardly by their 
roy wh that they were thus dead to ſin, but alive 
to God, that their baptiſm was an emblem of burial 
and Sica - and if an emblem of this ſtate of 
their minds, in fellowſhip with Chriſt, then, as eat- 
ing and drinking, in the Lord's Supper, 1s an em- 
blem of feeding upon Jeſus, ſo is the being buried 
under the water, and raiſed up from it, of being 
one with Chriſt, in his death and reſurretiion, as 
well as of dying to ſin, and riſing to newnels of 


life; “ from which outward profeſſion, the apoflle 


proceeds very properly, v. 5. to ſpeak of the in- 
ward work of religion, as another proof that, if 
expenenced, they were dead to fin, as Chriſt died 
for it; and here he brings in two epithets, that of 

lanting, as our tranſlation has it, and that of cruci 
fixion, but he does not allude to any outward ad- 
miniſtration in theſe words ; for whether the firſt 
be better tranſlated, #lant: d together, or grow to- 


gether, as Dr. Doddridge allows, the meaning is, 


If we are really what in our baptiſm we profeſſed 
to be, one with Chriſt, grounded in him, and ſuch 
as grow together with him, then we have experienced 
within us, ſomething correſpondent to his death 


1 Be bape it will strengthen this remark, to make ano- 
ther which has often struck me, though I do not rest upon 
it by way of argument, that the expression, v. 4. buried 
by baptism into death, adds force to the idea of dying with 
Christ; that.the element into which the person is buried, 

is that which » ould be real death to him, if he were left in 
it ; and, therefore, that the being immediately raised from 
it signifies, that by the resurrection of Christ, and its ef- 
fects upon his heart, he is snatched from death, and raised 
up tonewness of life, and a my expectation of the n 
to be revealed, 1 Pet. i. 3. | | 
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and reſurredion;“ and thus the term is equivalent, 


to the being rooted and built up in Chriſt, Col. ii. 
7. though I will add, that if did allude to the mode 
of baptiſm, there is no impertinence in the remark, 
that as Chriſt was a ſeed ſown in the earth, John 
X11. 24. and therefore was in the grave, in the 


heart of the earth, and raiſed up from it, ſo, in 


baptiſm, we are put under the water, and raiſed up 
out of it. But there is {till leſs reaſon for ſaying, 
that if the form of baptiſm refer to the burial and 
reſurrection of Chriſt, which are expreſsly ſpecified 
as alluded to, the particular form of death, by 


crucifixion, v. 6, mult alſo be repreſented; for the 


crucifixion of the old man is ſpoken of as an inward 
work entirely ; and yet there is a likeneſs between 
that work, and the manner of that death; for as 
the latter was lingering, painful, and yet certain, fo 
is the death of felf-righteouſnefs and ſin, in the heart 
of a believer; and if Mr. E. had felt more, of the 
reality of that death, he would have been leſs flighty 
and volatile, in his refledions on this very ſolemn, 
and intereſting paſſage. But as the upſhot of his 


labour is, after all, in a round about manner, to 


do that, which, unmeritedly, he charges Mr. Booth 
with, to preſs the Quakers notion into his ſervice, 
that Paul intended in this paſſage, the baptiſm of 
the Holy Ghoſt, by which he means converſion, or 
thoſe influences of the ſpirit, whereby a man is firſt 
made vitally to participate of Chriſt, and an umon 
with him, p. 173. and, by conſequence, that tne 


mode of baptiſm is to ſprinkle, or pour upon; I 


deny, that by the baptiſm of the ſpirit, is ever meant 
ſimply converſion; and I am not afraid to maiu- 
tain, that it ſignifies a work in the ſoul, conſequent 
upon, not cotemporary with, that change from = 
8 | 0 
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to God, called regeneration ; yea, conſequent upon 
baptiſm 3 in water, whereby the baptized believer is 
further illuminated, ſtrengthened and confirmed 
that this was promiſed to the apoſtles and other 
diſciples, who were, at that time, converted perſons, 
Adds i. 5.—that it was promiſed alſo to the Jews, 
Adds ii. 38. upon their converſion and baptiſm 
and that it is called the Roh ſpirit of promiſe, which 
the ſaints are ſaid to have received, after that they 
believed, Eph. i. 13. and by which they were ſealed 
unto the day of redemption ; Eph. iv. 30. When 
then Mr. E. would make this operation to be con- 
verſion, he i is fundamentally wrong. That work of 
the ſpirit, whereby a ſoul is brought into the ſtate of 
being dead to fin, is not called the baptiſm of the 
ſpirit, nor is it ſpoken of in the paſſage to the Ro- 
mans; but an outward and viſible mode of proſel- 
ſion in baptiſm. 

There is the greater reaſon for fading the mean- 


i . of this paſſage, that from it we learn, that no 


other mode was in uſe in the primitive times; for 
ſuch is the import of the word oc, that, quotquot, 
as many, as were baptized, were baptized after this 
manner; conſequently, none were after another man- 
ner; and this being a literal deſcription of the form 
of adminiſtering the ordninance, we ſhall the better 
aſcertain what the figurative baptiſm is, which the 


Scripture calls the baptrjm of the ſpirit ; for it is not 


the method of the baptiſts, as Mr. E. does, ſirſt of 


all to aſſert, that the literal meaning of the word 


e baptize determines nothing concerning the mode 
of baptiſm,” p. 162, 167. and then to deduce what 
it ſhould be, from its figurative acceptation in any 
place. Every real critic will laugh at the folly of 
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of certain whimſical preachers, who, becauſe they 


cannot find their peculiarities in the plain words of 
| Scripture, fly to the parables and ſcrew them, to 
make out what they want; ,and indeed, by this 


means, a man may make the Bible ſpeak whatever 


he pleaſes. In all figurative uſages of a word, we 
\ ought to attend to ſome acl idea, which idea 


is derived from its literal meaning, and muſt be 
conſonant to it. Thus, when our Lord, in figura- 
tive language, called his ſufferings a:baptiſm, Luke 
x11. 50. the word baptiſm, ſignifying to dip, plunge, 
or overwhelm, was proper to intimate to us the- 
depth of his ſufferings, that, as was propheſied of 


him, he came into deep waters, where the floods ouer- 


flowed him, Pl. Ixix. 2. In like manner, the bap. 


tiſm of the ſpirit muſt carry 1n it, the leading idea 
of the word taken literally; and, therefore, refer to 
the abundant ſhedding of the ſpirit's influences, Tits 
11. 6. which God deſcribes by his prophet, Iſ. xliv. 
3. as floods upon the dry ground, and the copiouſneſs 
of which, in the caſe of the firſt Chriſtians on the 
day of Pentecoſt, is well ſet forth in Acts ii. 2, 4. 


that outwardly there was ſomething, «owe, of the 
reſemblance of a ruſhing mighty wind, which 


filling the houſe, overwhelmed their bodies; and 
that inwardly, their ſouls were filled with the Holy 


Ghoſt, which alſo overwhelmed their ſpirits. The 


outward ſign, therefore, was an emblem of the in- 
ward enjoyment. And this being the plain narra- 


tive of the Scripture, Mr. E. may laugh at it and 


us. With the Bible in our hands we can ſtand that, 
and more cruel mockings. But he is not awere, 


that while he thinks he is only abuſing the baptiſts, 


he is really wounding the credibility of the Bible. 
hiſtory, through their ſides. Mr. Woolſton 3 
5 | | ve 


t 1 3 


Dave made himſelf equally merry, with Mr. F's 
ſmartneſſes upon the word «4 echo,” p. 180. but 
reverent peruſeß of God's holy word, will take 
Scripture as they find it; Mr. E. alſo, may laugh 
at the „ electrical-bath;“ but every man of ſenſe 
and knowlege will turn the laugh upon bim, and 
underſtand Mr. Booth to have meant nothing more 
than this, that if the idea of an electrical-bath was 
not an abſurdity, becauſe the fluid ſurrounds the 
electriged perſon, ſo neither is it an abſurdity to 
maintain; that the diſciples were as really over- 
whelmed in that which filled the houſe, as in that 
Which filled their ſouls, We know not What it was 
that made the ſound; though we. are told what it 
Joundgd like. No doubt it was of the ſame celeſtial 
natufe, with that which was inwardly experienced, 
: though i in Mr, E's account it was nothing but an 
* echo; Vox, et e nihil. W ill he always 
_ ſo? Fo" 

It remains that I mention two abies of the 
word g, in the Septuagint of the Old Teſta- 
ment, which Mr. E. ſtrives, though aukwardly, to 
evade, becauſe both (and one eſpecially) are de- 
cidedly in favour of immerſion. The firſt is 2 
Kings, v. 14. « Naaman dipped,“ baptized himſelf 
ſeven times in Jordan. Mr. E. ſays he thiaks it 
Impoſſible to ſay in what manner he baptized: But 
I think it is very eaſily datermined. For as the 
Hebrew word Tabhal, uſed there, means to dip, 
the Greek is a very juſt tranſlation of that word; 
Further, if only a particular part of che body was 
immerſed, that part would have been ſpecified, 
whereds, when it is ſaid that he dipped himfelf, it 
certainly means that he dipped the whole of him- 


Wy; 5 _ the law of. — ation, if Eliſha's 
„„ order 
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[ 129 J 
order referred to it, ordained, that the unclean 
perſon ſhould bathe himſelf in the water, Num. xix. 
19.—The laſt example, is If. xxi. 4. which he calls 
% merely figurative,” but would not have. objected 
to on that account, if it had favoured affuſion, for 
he pretends, as we have ſeen, to no greater autho- 
rity for the word's ever having that literal mean- 
ing,. than what he derives from a figure, p. 174. 
„The word baptize,” he ſays, © is expreſſive of 
no particular mode, nothing can be concluded 
from it in favour of one more than another,” 
p-. 183. But ſurely it is ten thouſand times more 
expreſſive to tranſlate this text, “ Iniguity over- 
whelms me, which was the lamentation the prophet 
put into the mouth of Belſhazzar, when his thoughts 
troubled him, fo that the joints of his loins were loofed, 


and his knees ſmote one againſt another, Dan. v. 6, 


than to ſay, 4 Iniquity pours upon me.” As Mr. E. 
is ſo poſitive, however, that the word “ baptize . 
expreſſes-waſhing only,” p. 162. Why did he not 
tranſlate it here, . Iniquity waſhes me? ut it is 
time to have done with ſuch a writer. If he thinks 
fit to reply to theſe remarks, I expett he will quote 


me falſely, as he has Mr. Booth, and I ſhall be. 


greatly diſappointed, if I find any better argument 
or temper in him. But I hope we ſhall pray for 


on 
Laing | 
Dan Sia, 4 
Your friend and brother in the goſpel, 
Mary-le-bone, | | H TENKI VS. 
Sept: 19, 1796" a 7 " 
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